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Mr., Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director Page 2
W3B84-0467
August 8, 1984

We request that you commence actions you deem necessary to lead to the resolution
of these individual issues. Responses tc the remaining issues will be submitted
as they are prepared.

Sincerely,

J.M. Cain

JMC:DA:pbs



Mr. Darrell Eisenhut, Director
W3B84-0467
August 10, 1984

cc:

Mr. R.S. Leddick
Waterford 3

Mr. D.E. Dobson
Waterford 3

Mr. L. Constable
Waterford 3

Mr. S. Levine
NUS Corporation
910 Clopper Road
Gaithersburg, MD 20878
Mr. R.L. Ferguson

UNC Nuclear Industries
1200 Jadwipr, Suite 425
Richland, WA 99352

Mr. L.L. Humphreys

UNC Nuclear Industries
P.C. Box 490
Richland, WA 99352

Mr. J.T. Collins

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV
Arlington, Texas 76011

Mr. D. Crutchfield

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. G. Knighton, Chief
Licensing Branch No, 3
Division of Licensing
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. G. Charnoff

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 M. St. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. M. Peranich

Waterford 3 Investigation and
Evaluation Inquiry Report Team
Leader

4340 E.W. Hwy. MS-EWS-358
Bethesda, MD 20114

Mr. R.F.Burski
Waterford 3

Mr. K.W. Cook
Waterford 3

Mr. T.F. Gerrets
Waterford 3

Mr. A.S. Lockhart
Waterford 3

Mr. R.P. Barkhurst
Waterford 3

Dr. J.M. Hendrie
50 Bellport Lane
Bellport, New York 11713
Mr. R.M. Douglass
Baltimore Gas & Electric
8013 Ft. Smallwood Road
Baltimore, MD 21226

Mr. M. Yates, Project Manager
Ebasco Services, Inc.

Two World Trade Center, 80th Floor
New York, NY 10048

Mr. R. Christesen, President
Ebasco Services, Inc.

Two World Trade Center, 93rd Floor
New York, NY 10048

Mr. D. Thatcher

Waterford 3 Instrumentation & Control

Team Leader
7920 Norfolk Ave. MS-216
Bethesda, MD 20114

Mr. L. Shao

Waterford 3 Civil/Structure Team Leader

5650 Nicholson Ln.
Rockville, MD

Mr. J. Harrison

Waterford 3 QA Team Leader
Region III .

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137




CNUS

- CORPORATION

910 CLOPPER ROAD
THEASBURG MARYLAND 208
GATHERSBURG. MARVLAND 20878 NUS-W3-0002

August 12, 1984

Mr. J. M. Cain

President and Chief Executive Officer
Louisiana Power and Light Company

317 Barrone Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Reference: Letter from D. G. Eisenhut, Director, Division
of Licensing, USNRC to J. M. Cain, President
and Chief Executive Officer, LP&L, Waterford 3
Review, June 13, 1984

Dear Mr. Cain:

We understand that you plan to submit LP&L responses to the
NRC covering Issues 2, 3, 8, 16 and 19 of the referenced
letter.

The Task Force has no objection to this course of action. We
have studied these issues and find the logic stated in the
LP&L responses to be adequate. You should note that the Task
Force has not yet completed its independent validation of the
facts presented in the responses. We will notify you and the
NRC immediately if we find significant deviations in the
course of our continuing validation effort. Of course, as you
know, our work on all 23 issues and their collective signifi-
cance is continuing and will culminate in a formal report to
you.

Sincerely,

| B N R

Saul Levine

Vice President and
Group Executive
Consulting Group, NUS

[-Anm[ H U\m»hg’\‘«“w

Larry L. Humphreys Y/
President LC\RA'
UNC Operations Divisio

Lol | o
14~ HA MGy .,
Robert L. Fergusan ; Jr

3 )
Chairman | 9F
UNC Nuclear Irdustries




RESPONSE

iTEM NO.: 2
TITLE: Missing Nl Instrument Line Documentation

NRC DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN:

The staff examined the documentation concerning installation of safety-related
N! instrument lines. Part of that review dealt with the situation where there
is a change of design classification for systems. As a result of the staff
review it was determined that communications between LP&L and Ebasco prompted a
revision to be written by Ebasco to an LP&L drawing te clarify the "class break"
for Nl instrument lines. The revision imposed ASME Class requirements for all
installations between the process piping and the instrument lines installed
after April 7, 1982, Prior to the revision a class break was defined to show
the location where ASME class stopped and ANSI B31.1 applied.

Although ANSI B31.1 does not relate to records retention, 10 CFR 50 Appendix B
does require installation and inspection records. Therefore, for locally
mounted N1 instruments, evea though they were installed prior to April 7, 1982,
these records could not be located. Examples of the instrument lines with no
supporting installation and inspection records for zones classified as ANS.L
B31.1 are LT-SI-0305B, LT-SI-0305D, PS-CH-0224X, PS~-CH-0224Y, and PS~-CH-0224Z.

Examples of the type of deficient data are weld reports, welder identification,
weld filler mate: ial, base material and weld inspection results.

The NRC staff concluded that based upon the lack of quality records, for
instrumentation instaliation to B3l.l the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B
and the related other QA program elements may not have been complied with.

The lack of documentntion to demonstrate the quality of installation of these
safety related lines calls into the question the acceptability of these
installed components.

LP&L shall: (1) Provide the missing documentation required by 10 CFR 50 Appendix
B for the B3l.]! instrumentation for local mounted instruments; (2) Review other
design changes and documentation for all safety-related Nl instrumentation
systems to assure all system installations were properly dccumented and
inspected; and (3) If the documentation cannot be located, action must be taken
to assure affected portions of safety-related system comply with NRC
requirements.

DISCUSSION:

Prior to April 7, 1982 the instrumentation design permitted a class break to be
taken in Nl instrument lines which would have allowed the installation, after
the second arcessible isolation valve, to be installed per ANSI B3l.l. This
approach has been endorsed by the Instrumentation Society of America Standard
15A-67.02-1980, "Nuclear-Safety Related Instrumentation Sensing Line and Tubing
Standards for use in Nuclear Power Plants." After 4/7/82, no class break was
taken in Class IE Nl instrument installations and full documentation is
provided.
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Prior to the NRC special review, Ebasco Quality Assurance Installation Records
Group (QAIRG) had commenced a review of all Mercury safety-related NI
instrumentation systems. This review is now complete. The program reviewed
documentation on all Nl locally mounted instruments from the process connection
up to the class break, and all cabinet mounted instruments from the process
connection up to the cabinet. Full documentation on the installations under the
scope of this review is provided and available.

The review indicated that a total of 192 Nl inetruments were installed prior to
April 7, 1982. These are noted in DCN-IC-232 R1l. Of these installations, 102
were cabinet mounted and subject to the QAIRG review as indicated above and full
documentation is available. Ninety were locally mounted and fell into the
following five categories:

s Reclassified to N2 instruments 24

2. Thermocouples (no tubing involved) 19

k B Installed Full ASME 111 (without 35
class-break)

4, Threaded connections 8

5. Welded and needed re-inspection 4

90

The reclassification of the 24 instruments to N2 was accomplished by DCN's
issued in 1981, 1982 and 1983 (Refer to Table I). This includes three of the
five instruments identified by the NRC (PS-CH-0224X, PS-CH-0224Y and
PS-CH-0224Z) which were reclassified to N2 by DCN-IC-1006Rl1 (September, 1982).
This reclassification was made because the instruments, although safety related
for pressure boundary reasons (up to and including the class break valves), did
not perform a Class 1E function. Table I documents the reasons for these
reclassifications.

There is no tubing involved in the thermocouples and the concern is, therefore,
not applicable.

snirty-five installations were installed without class break. That is, they
meet the requirements of ASME Section III from the process connection to the
instrument. Full documentation is available.

The remaining 12 installations (4 welded and 8 threaded) constitute the scope of
this concern. Available documentation is compared in Table II to ASME Section
I11 requirements.

The welded and threaded installations meet ANSI B3l.1 requirements (except for
welder ID) as can be seen in Table II. In addition, they even approach full
compliance with ASME Section III.

Of the four welded installations noted in Table II, two (LT-SI-0305B and
LT-$1-0305D) were subject to a hydro test of 31.2 psig. This compares to the
normal operating pressure of approximately 15 psig. These instruments
(LT-S1-0305B and LT-SI-0305D) have welder ID on ten of sixteen welds, were
installed by ASME Section IX qualified welders, were hydro tested, have final
visual inspection, and were installed using material that meets or exceeds the
requirements for ANSI B3i.1 installations. The other two welded installations
(D?>T-HV-5108A8S and DPT-HV5108BS) are HVAC installations and received final
visual examination of all welded connections. The operating pressure of these
installations is sub-atmospheric.




Based upon the above, sufficient documentatior exists for all locally mounted NI
instrumenis to demonstrate the quality of installation of these installed
components per the requirements of ANSI B3l.1.

CAUSE:

A program existed for these installations and was adhered to. As discussed
above, sufficient documentation exists to ensure the quality of the NI ANSI
B31.1 installations.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

The combination of the QAIRG Program and the subsequent documentation review of
all locally mounted Nl instruments provides assurance that sufficient quality
records exist to assure the quality of all NI instruments, including both those
installed to ASME Section III and ANSI B31.1l criteria. There are, therefore, no
generic implications to this concern or any condition which would indicate a
need to review all related design changes.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE:

LP&L recognizes the validity of the concern over whether record requirements for
the installation of Y1 locally mounted instruments were in complete compliance
with 10CFR50, Appendix B. It is believed, however, that the documentation
developed as part of the B3l.l installation process .s sufficient to demonstrate
with reasonable assurance that the existing quality of construction is such that
fuel load and power ascension would not endanger public health and safety.
However, to eliminate any doubts regarding the quality of these 12 installations
they will be reworked, reinspected and documented in accordance with ASME
Section III requirements which satisfies the applicable criteria of 10CFR50,
Appendix B.

CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN/SCHEDULE:

The above actions on the 12 installations will be completed prior tc exceeding
5% power.

ATTACHMENTS :

Table 1T - Reasons for Declassifying the 24 Instruments from Nl (Class 1E) to N2
(Non-Class 1E).

Table 11 - Comparison of Qualifications Documentation of the ANSI B31.l Portions
of N1 Instrument Installations to Documentation Requirements of ASME Section
111

REFERENCES :

Noue.
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TABLE I

REASONS FOR DECLASSIFYING THE 24 INSTRUMENTS FROM N1 (CLASS lE) TO
N2 (NON-CLASS 1E)

DATE DOCUMENT
TAG NO. DECLASSIFIED DCN NO. JUST1FICATION

FIS=Cu=5770 AlS 7/7/83 DCN-IC~-1292 These switches provide
FIS-CC~-5770 A2S status of the RCP cooling
FI1S8-CC-5770 BIS coils. Switches are not
FI18-CC-5770 B2S required for safe plant
FIS~CC=5770 Cl1S shutdown.

F1S-CC-5770 C28

FIS=CC-5770 DIS

F18-CC-5770 D2S

PS HV-5222 AS 5/14/81 DCN-IC-421F3 Although these switches

PS-HV-5222 BS are still N1 on the
iastrument list due to
their use in Class 1E
circuits, their use (low
pressure alarm only) is
not required for safe
shutdown of the plant.
Failure mode of the
associated valve is
fail-close which is the
failsafe position,
therefore, the tubing does
not need to be NIl.

PS CC-3081 10/8/82 DCN-~IC-744R]l  Low instrument air

PS CC-3082 indication to non-Class IE
PS CC-3083B plant computer for

PS CC-3083C information only.

PS CC-3083D Instruments are not

PS CC~3084A required during accident
PS CC-3084C condition.

PS CC~3084D

PS CC-3086

PS-IA-9740A 10/8/82 DCN-1C-966R1 Low instrument air

PS~1A-9740B indication to non-Class 1lE
plant computer for
information only.
Instruments are not
required during accident
condition.




TABLE I

(Continued)
DATE DOCUMENT
TAG NO. DECLASSIFIED DCN NO.
(22) PS-CH-224X 9/1/82

(23) PS-CH-224Y
(24) PS-CH-224Z

DCN-IC-1006R1

JUSTIFICATION

These switches (charging
pump suction pressure)
provide protection from
low suction pressure to
the charging pumps during
normal operation. During
accident conditions the
switches are bypassed,
hence they do not have a
Class IE function. The
failure of these switches
will not result in an
unsafe condition.



TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF QUALIFICATION DOCUMENTATION OF THE ANSI B31.1
PORTIONS OF N1 INSTRUMENT INSTALLATIONS TO DOCUMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS OF ASME SECTION III
DOCUMENTATION AVAILABLE
Welded Installations (4) Non-Welded Installations (8)

ASME Section Full Partial No Full Partial No
111 Reg Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance

Material

Traceability

to point of

installation x(1) x(1)

Welder
Qualified to
ASME Sect. IX * NA NA NA

Welder ID for
each weld x(2) NA NA NA

Fit-up

inspection

before weld-

out x(5) NA NA NA

Final visual X NA(3)
NDE NR(4) NR(4) _NR(A) NA NA NA

Hydro x(6) X

(1) LP&L has CMTRs and/or C of Cs to the material specifications for all fittings/weld
rods/ tubing and valves showing that the material meets or exceeds the requirements
for ANS: B31.1 installations.

(2) Two of the instrument installations have welder ID on ten of the sixteen associated
welds. The other two have their welder ID partially consumed by the welds on all
four associated welds; the Weld Control Record in the OCR, though, does provide
reasonable assurance as to the welder identity.

(3) Documentation included in hydro packages.

(4) The instruments are P3 which require only a final visual inspection and no liquid
penetrant tests.

(5) Not required by ANSI B3l.1. All irstallations are low pressure (less than 30 psi) and
fit up 1s not critical.

(6) LT-SI-0305B and LT-SI-0305D were hydro tested; DPT-HV-5108AS and DPT-HV-5108BS were not
hydro tested due to their location across the filters in the suction side of fans E-35 |
(3A-SA) and E-35(3B-SB), respectively. In addition, instruments installed in HVAC
Systems do not require hydrostatic testing in accordance with ASME Section II1I.

|
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RESPONSE
ITEM NO.: 3
TITLE: Instrumentation Expansion Loop Separation
NRC DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN:

As a part of its review of NCRs the staff identified a concern in NCR-W3-7702.
This NCR was written as a result of Mercury OCR Package 1782. Drawing
172-L=012-C Revision 4 had a handwritten note on it identifying two lines
DPT-RC-9116 SMB (HP) and DPT-RC-9116 SMA (HP) where the separation criteria had
been violated. The violation occurs where these instrument lines from different
trains leave the tube tracks and form an expansion loop before returning to the
continuation of the tube track. Lack of separation could result in failure of
redundant lines that could prevent a safety function.

LP&L shall correct the separation criteria violation found in System 52A. They
shall also provide a program for review of other safety-related systems for
separation criteria violations and take the necessary corrective actions.

DISCUSSION:

This item is concerned with separation criteria deviations which may result when
instrument line expansion loops leave their tube track. The violation
identified by the NRC has been dispositioned in NCR-W3-7702 [lines
DPT-RC-9116SMB (HP) and DPT-RC-9116SMA (HP)] to remove the expansion loops.

This permits the instrument lines to be fully protected by their respective tube
track. The expansion loops can be deleted because the actual tubing
installations contain expanding legs and minimum (absorbing) legs which relieve
the thermel stresses. This follows the criteria established on drawing B430
Sheet X23D through X23D.5. The calculations supporting the elimination of the
loops a. attached to NCR W3-7702. It should be noted that in these cases, the
violatious, had they remained uncorrected, would not have affected plant safety.
The instrumentation was installed solely for the purpose of providing protection
for a Reactor Coolant Pump shalt break accident. This event would not generate
any conditions such as gravity missiles, pipe whip or jet impingement that would
disable these instrument lines.

An inspection of the remaining RCP shaft break instrumentation (DPT-RC-9126SMA
through DPT-RC-9126SMD, DPT-RC-9116SMC, DPT-RC-9116SMD, and the remainder of the
loops for DPT-RC-9116SMA and DPT-RC-9116SMB not covered in NCR-W3-7702) was
conducted and NCR~W3-7730 was generated to disposition six areas of potential
separation violations found on these lines. All were evaluated by Engineering
to be acceptable. A sample of 45 additional instrument installations were then
identified for reinspection to the separation criteria. This reinspection was
documented as a supplement to NCR-W3-7730. The installations identified for
reinspection were in areas of congestion where additional separation violations
would most likely be found. Thus, this initial reinspection covered the tubing
runs for 51 of the total of 248 Nl instrument installations.
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In general, the separation requirement is 24 inches between exposed safety
channels (Nl and N1) and safety and non-safety (NI and N3) channels. The
specific det-’'ils and approved exceptions are delineated in Drawing B430 sheet
X-~23. The results of the reinspection indicate that for the 51 Nl instrument
installations inspected under NCR-7730 there were 13 violations out of a total
of 276 locations (expansion loops and exposed tubing). The Engineering
evaluation of these violatirns indicate that no rework is required. These 13
violations were evaluated and found to be acceptable due to the lack of external
threat ({.e. jet impingement or seismically induced missile) or due to the
functional requirements of the instrumentation.

To provide full assurance that no separation criteria deficiencies exist which
could affect plant safety a QC verification of all lines where redundant tubing
lines were run in proximity to each other will be performed. This will entail a
walkdown of 64 additional Nl instrument installations. Any deviations will be
evaluated and, where necessary, corrective action will be taken.

CAUSE:

The primary cause of this problem was insufficient attention to the specified
installation separation criteria by the installing contractor.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

It is evident that the application of the prescribed separation requirements was
inconsistent on the part of the installing countractor. However, the review of
51 instrument installations indicates that in the !nstances where separation
deficiencies occur, plant safety is not affected. This is due to the fact that
separation was an integral part of the plant layout of equipment, and
instrumentation. In addition, followup field verification studies relative to
seismically induced missiles, seismic interaction and jet impingement were
conducted by Ebasco to ascertain and evaluate external threats to redundant
instrumentation installations. Separation criteria relative to electrical
raceways is in the process of being reviewed by physical walkdowns;
interdiscipline separation criteria were evaluated under the Interdiscipline
Clearance Criteria program initiated in response to Violation No. 2 as noted in
NRC Surveilliance Report No. 83-13 dated 4/13/83. An evaluation of the overall
QA program in regard to Mercury is contained in the Response to Concern 23.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE:

LP&L acknowledges that there were instances where separation criteria were nc*
complied with, As indicated above, however, LP&L has already reinspected a
large portion of Nl instrument lines and has identified instrument lines that
had separation violations, but has concluded, by engineering evaluation, that
none of these would have impacted public health and safety if they had gone
uncorrected during the life of the plant. Again, as indicated above, LP&L is in
the process of inspecting ail other N! instrument lines which have the potential
for separation violations and will perform any necessary corrective actions by
fuel load. On this basis, thic concern presents no recognized constraint to
fuel load or power ascension,



CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN/SCHEDULE:

The removal of “he expansion loops per NCR 7702 is complete.

A procedure has been developed for the reinspection of the additional instrument
lines., The walkdown of these installations is complete. The eugineering
evaluation is in process. Any corrective actions needed will be completed prior
to fuel load.

ATTACHMENTS :

None.

REFERENCES :

NCR~W3-7702
NCR-W3-7730




RESPONSE
ITEM NO.: 8
TITLE: Visual Examination of Shop Welds During Hydrostatic Testing
NRC DESCRLPTION OF CONCERN:

The staff's review of hydrostatic tests conducted by Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B) for
their installed ASME Class | and Class 2 piping systems found a lack of proof of
the visual inspection of all shop welds during the tests. Inspection of all
welds for leakage is required by the ASME Code and is essential to ensure the
structural integrity of the piping system., LP&L shall provide documented
evidence that shop welds were indeed inspected during the hydro tests. If the
appropriate inspection documents do not exist or cannot be located, LP&L shall
submit a statement attesting to shop weld inspection by the responsible
personnel of LP&L or Ebasco who had witnessed the hydro tests.

DISCUSSION:

All ASME Class 1 and 2 piping and welds, including shop welds in piping
sub-assemblies that were manufactured by Dravo Corpor.:ion, were hydrostatically
tested in accordance with Code requirements by the installation contractor,
Tompkins-Beckwith (ASME NA Certificate holder), and were inspected and accepted
during the test by the Tompkins-Beckwith QC inspectors, the Tompkins-Beckwith
Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI) and the Tompkias-Beckwith test and start-up
coordinator.

Attachment | is a copy of the pertinent documentation generated from a typical
T-B hydrostatic test for ASME Class piping. On page two of the attachment, the
signatures of the six personnel witnessing and accepting the test are shown,
Hydrostatic test documentation records for all ASME and ANSI testing are
maintained as permanent records, in accordance with ANSI N45.2.9, and are
available for inspection,

Although Dravo (shop) welds were not specifically listed in the hydrostatic test
package, they were inspected. As evidence of this inspection, LP&L submits the
following:

1. Attachment 2 is Tompkins-Beckwith letter QA-1360, dated June 30, 1983, to
Ebasco Services Incorporated. This letter has attached to it a hand
written report, dated June 28, 1983, concerning the subject of Hydrostatic
testing of Dravo (shop) welds, from the Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection
and Insurance Company ANI, Thomas J. Dragon, to Tompkins - Beckwith's
Quality Assurance Supervisor, Larry Richardson.

The following excerpts from the ANI report substantiate LP&L's position
that shop welds were hydrostatically tested and inspected’

A. "There are no code requirements which mandate a manufacturer/installer
to specifically list each weld to be examined during the hydrostatic
test. During the hydrostatic test, an exanmination is made of all
joints, connections, and regions of high stress on all areas of the
piping system regardless of whether these items were fabricated by
Tompkins-Beckwith or Dravo, which were included in the test boundary."



2.

3.

B. "Although these welds are not specifically listed on Tompkins =~
Beckwith's hydrostatic itest package, they are examined in accordance
with NX-6215. Certification of this is indicated by the installer
listing the piping sub-assemblies on the N-5 data report and listing
the -,,&1c151¢ hydrostatic pressure that was conducted on the piping
system,

C. "Your attention is directed to NA-8231 (a),'Application of Stamp',
which briefly states that the Inspector authorizes application of the
Code Symbol Stamp after all required test., examination, and
inspections have been performed. This specifically includes the
required hydrostatic test."

In addition tu the above, the manner in shich the hydrostatic tests were
conducted would assure that shop welds were inspected during the testing.
Hydrostatic test inspection of the piping and welds was performed by the
inspectors (Tompkins-Beckwith Engineering, Q.C., and ANI) utilizing a
marked piping flow diagram to indicate the boundaries of the test (see test
boundary description on page two of Attachme:rc¢ 1).

Piping flow diagrams do not indicate or show any welds, therefore, an
inspector using these drawings to conduct che inspection walkdown would not
have been able to exclude shop welds from inspection during the test, By
using these drawings, an inspector would had to have examined all piping
and all welds in the test boundary prior to acceptance of the hydrostatic
test.

The tests were conducted 1in accordance with the ASME Codes. The
requirements for examination for leakage (NX-6215) include "all joints,
connections and all regions of high stress" and also that the welded joints
be left uninsulated and exposed (NX-6121) during the test. Shop welds, as

required by the Code, like regious of high stress, were inspected and
accepted, although they were not specifically listed in the test
documentation., These requirements were complied with 1in accordance
with Site Procedure ASP=IV-~63 during the hydrostatic testing performed
by Tompkins~Beckwith.

Attachment 3 is a copy of an ASME N-5 Code Data Report. All ASME N~5 code
data reports (including Attachment 3) completed by Tompkins-Beckwith for
code stamped piping systems contain the following statement in section
7(b), "Description of Installation Performed", of the code report,

"Hydrostatic test of shop fabricated welds contained 1in piping
subassemblies listed in item 6 above."

This statement also substantiates LP&L's position that shop welds were
tested and inspected. It should be noted that this statement was on the
N=5 data reports at time of initial signing by the ANI,

The signature of the third party inspector (ANI) on both the hydrostatic
test and the N-5 report, attests the ASME Code requirements were fulfilled.
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4.

5.

Further, it should be noted that this issue was throughly evaluated and
resolvad by Ebasco in July of 1983, Tie issue was raised duriug the
Ebasco QA records review of Tompkins-Beckwith's Hydrostatic test packages.
Attachment No. 4 documents the satisfactory resolution of the issue raised
in Attachment 5.

Attachment 6 is submitted as the statement confirming to shop weld
inspection by the responsible organization (Tompkins-Beckwith's Authorized
Nuclear Inspection Agency) that witnessed the hydrostatic testing. This
letter confirms Items | through 4 above, and also reaffirms LP&L's position
that shop welds were tested and inspected.

CAUSE:

No deficiency exists,

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

As discussed above, shop welds were hydrostatically tested and inspected as
noted by the Tompkins~Beckwit ANI's report and letter, by the statement on the
N=5 report, and by the method in which the test was conducted.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE:

LP&L

believes that this issue is of no safety significance to fuel load or power

operation since no deficiency exist,

CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN/SCHEDULE:

None.

ATTACHMENTS :

1. Tompkins-Beckwith Hydrostatic test, T-B 60C-4, Rev, 0.

2. Tompkins-Beckwith Inc. letter (L.W. Richardson), QA~1360 dated June 30,
1983 to Ebasco Services, Inc. (Mr. H.J., Kunis Jr.).

3. N=5 Data Report for Safety Injection System (ASME Code Class 2 Portion)

4, Interoffice Correspondence W3IQA-2554Y from H, Kunis to J. Tompeck, dated
July 1, 1983,

5. Memorandum D.M.McCorkle to R,J. Chinnici dated June 15, 1983,

6. The Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Co. letter (B.K.Bobo),
dated July 9, 1984, to Ebasco Services, Inc. (M.K.Yates)

REFERENCES:

None.
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Test Number: T-B 60C-4 Rev.0 — . Systems _ Safety Injection

Code: ASHE,Section I1I,Division I, Subsection NB,1974-Sunmer’76 Addenda

Equipment Required: 2 each 0-5000psi Gauges 1 each 0-2000 psi Gauge.,
1 each Relief Valve set @ 3250 psig.

Hydrc-pump and Test Gauge header

Prerequisites: A,All valves must be tagged with "LPsL DO NOT OPERATE"tags.

B. Valve line-up to be verified by T-B Quailty Control

C._Ebasco Safety Dept.notified 24 hrs. prior to test.
D.

- Inspection Method: Held test pressure for a minimum of 10 minutes
ower the pressure to * and maintain w
ining_all permanent field welds, joints and connections,

|Acceptance Criteria: No leakage from any permanent field weld, joint

or connection.

T

TOMPKINS - BECKV/TH, INC,

B. Boundary Drawing NE@ CONTRALLED pNRIMeyT

C. Valve Line-up List MAY 20‘932
Document Accountadle & Return

E. Sequence Of Test >
289y f1—@.—!10&‘-039.3. Control Num!iuﬁ Z

F. Hydro-oump and Test Gauge Connection . -
Fblt Instruction Approval:

\ttachments: A. Hydrostatic/Pneumatic Test Data Sheet

D. Weld List NOy 4 1982

COMPANY
T-B Test & Stact-up Coordinator

T-B Project Engineer
T-B QA Supervisor

Ebasco
LP & L
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" TEST NUMBER TECOC-4
Rev.0

SYSTEM/COMPONENT _Safety Injection

| DRAWING (S) LOU-1564-G-167 SH.2 Rev.12

TEST BOUNDARIES: Shewn in yellow on the above flow diagram.

Test Medium: (A) Potable Wated | Disposal Method Water to be retained
(B) Demineralized Watef X _in the system.

{C) Other

+20
Design Pressure2485 Test Pressure 3130psigMin.Test Temp. 30 + As specified

Pilg y Ebasco) -
(Maximum Component-Media Temperature Differential 2S5oF)
Engineering Verification of System Ready for Hydro or Pneumatic Test: A/

Piping: ““M&an Date_§ -/ ’z’?——

Hangers: Ti elo Date

Test Performance:

Temp: llouln" Hodhzac’ Time System Held At Test Pressure /T swees .

Static Pressure 0 Gauge #1 /f/% Gauge #2 </ /8
Visual Examination: [F]" Satisfactory [ZJ. Exceptions (see below)
Retest Necessary: [ Mo (4 Yes (see below)

llcopuot'!i. comments and/or definitions of sections requiring retest:

] Test Change Wotlce Xtiacﬁo; F‘ YES
g NO

Test Gauge No.: ¢y Calibration Date:_g./0-§L Location: f‘tM__
Test Gauge No.: ggf Calibration Date: 4-//- Location: ﬁ‘z é“é

| Test Gauge No.: 4& Calibration Date: 4& Locationt ,3/4

| 4& fovee /2%
v DA
- ° 4’(’—{‘ (, ’/7.‘??/

THER WITNESSES S COORBTVATOR,  DATE
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REVISION NUuM. 0

JALVE NO.

VALVE DESCRIPTION

TEST
PCSITIO

VERIFIED l!{
INITIAL/
DATE

PCST TC’J VERIFIED BY

POSITION

INITIAL/
DATE

—

181-V1595TKIA

Ayero-pump & Test
1"Globe Gauge Conn.

OPEN

A8I1-VISI0TKIA

12"Check Boundary

NA

_181-V1S05TX1A

l12"Cate Becundary

CLOSE

/7

‘gg tZ?kéz CLOSE

:
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NELD CHECK-OFF LIST TEST CHANGE NOTICE NO. 1
PAZE_) OF )
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REVISTON WELDS 1NSPECTED Q/¢ Ml | wewp

1811-314 TKIA

E-2803-1C-53
EFR-4

FWf 3,4,16
SWwi 6,7,8,9,10
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10.

11,

220 psig). Maintain the test presssure for a min of 10 minutes.
Then lower the pressure to 2505420 psig and maintain vhile examining

NUTACHUENT B |
SFQUENCE OF TEST T B 60C-4 ALV.0

Connmect the Bydro-punp, Test Gauge hcader and information
Fauge as indicated on Attachment P,

Verify the valve line-up,

Fily the system through the Eydro-pump uSing the dump valve pPro-
vided on the Test Gauge header. If possible vent the system through
the vent valve provided with the Hyéro-pump/Test Gauge header.

Once the system is free of air and a hard system has been estab)-
ished, pressurize the system to 300 pPsig and KOLD!?

Observe the information §auge “or the remainder of the Test to
insure that the Safety Injection Tank is nNot pressurized.

While holding at 300 Psig examine the System for leaks. When
the system (s proven to be free of leaks continue Sequence.

‘-,

SAFETY NOTE:
A) Prior to exceeding J00psig, notify T~ Safety Dept, >

./
B) If a leak occurs above 300 Psig, lower the pressure to the “E;h'lil'
previously achieved pressure and make the necessary adjust-
ments. After the corrections are made, resune the sequence,

Pressurize the system in 100 Psi increments with 2 minute .
intervals to des §n pressure (2485 psig) and HOLDL _

While holding at design pressure, examine the system for leaks.,
When the system is proven to be free of leaks, notify all Test
,.r“..o v

When all Test Parties are present, pressucize the systenm i- 100
Psig increments with 2 minute intervals, to test Ssure (3130

all permanent field welds, joints and c¢onnections.

gt | 3
When the Test s completed, relieve the Pressure at the Hydro-
PUmp, tr 3 close valve 1SI-V1S98TRIA and remove the Bydro-punp

and Te ‘uge header.

Re vetem to post-test configuration.

e iR — R e .
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AREA 504. 4643155, 4649160
TELEX sa202

TOMPKINS-BECKWITH: Inc.

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS
INDUSTRIAL. COMMERCIAL/PIPE FARRICATORS
P.C.00X 390/ ﬂan~v:LLl.L°Ull|A~A 70087

Heme Office: AffiRate:
PO 80X 148k . TOWLAND TOmrxing CORS
IMEMIONVILLE, PLA, 32303 AWTHORNE MY E33
PuONE (90413044848 "ia) Tes 3800
Juna 30, 1983
) QA-1360

Toasco Sexvices, Ime,
2.0, 3= 70
Rillcoma, Lovisizma 70066

seancions M. B J. Rxxds, Jr.

QA Siza Swpeviser

FE: Llouisisma Power & Light Copanty
Waterford Stesm Tlec—ic Staricn
1983-1165 MV Installacion - Onds 43
Zrection of Plant Process Piping Systens

Please advise should you have @y questicns concrming rixig
matter. :

Tou=s Txuly, :
TOPYINS -2ECRVITE, DNC. 2
=
.
L. ¥, Richardsen
9 GA Supesviscr

LiR/ads

Attacimens

CC: C. Casen

J. B, Gore

J. K. Toupesk (Thascs QAIRG)
T. Dragon (ANT)
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CEBTIEICAT:Liv OF DESIGN FCR PIPING SYSTEM INSTALLATION
Zhasco Services, Inc. 2 World Trazde Center, N.Y.C.

T i S S L LR )

Desgn Sezam s ey =T el Waterferd 111, Tafec, LA.

Shigs soe: G2 temiieg Oy ° Cesar Secane i zye -Ouisiana
Zeg "¢ 16120

N/A . % Sizte N/a

Sesigr Rezom lemitel Ov

Reg. Vo N/ A R

11t Signatire Ag! recuires. List name Only

Design Comsnems of Piong 50,,160,300,450 150,250,350 ¢
700,630,108 2gs 400, %"

CERTIFICATE OF INSTALLATION COMPLIANCE
we cemify Shal the statements Magde f tas red0m are (orrect ang that this insializuon conforms to ™e rules of con

struction 3! 1ne ASME Cooe lor Nuclear Power Pigyt Components, Section Hl. Division 1, 1874 Egimon.
Accenca Dme _Suzzes 197% Cosce Case Ne . N222=l N2B2 Ciass 2 ang was Derformed in
sciercance with 1he cocuments listed in 7(a). above. N3l )
Our ASME Cemificate of Authorization Ne. 1481 -1 10 use the N& Symbol expires ——11-84

IN. NA) » T ——

. a , ¢ A’
Date S R S.Gn.crﬂ--\n-'qs-‘gsk'.w - Tne ., Sy { ~Slun T
(Cermficare Wowoer) /

CERTIFICATE OF INSTALLATION INSPECTION
[ 1he unCersignec REiging 3 vaii€ commission 1ssued Dy the National Boarc of Eciler an¢ Pressure Vessel inssetinesy ane
the State o Prowince of . =OuISiana tng employed by .
ot Serziozz. Clrnave inspeciec the instailation of the items Gescrib®d in this Data Report u.ii_-;_—;qL s =
anc stale 1Nl 10 he dest of my knowiedge anc delie! the Cenificate of Authorization Holder has performed wig in-
staliation i accorcance with the ASME Coce for Nuciesr Power Plant Components.
By signing this cemificate, neither the INSPECIOr NOr Nis employer make any warranty, expressag or imphed, concerring
the nrializtion Gescride. in this Data Repon. Furthermore, neither the Inspecior nor his emplover stall be Kable in any manner
for any Dersonal iInury of preperty Gamane or 3 loss of any king arising from of connetied with This inspeclion,

-, ﬂ % . . b ’
Dau‘ﬁ&é’ﬁL 1283 Sigﬂcc‘%&m Crmmissions L8 &Y

linspecior) (Na?'| Bawsl Soxie. Prowncs ang No.)

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
Following compietion of the above, the Certificate of Authorization Holder accepting ovesall responsibility for the
Piping sysiem shall compiete the following statement,

- -

We cerity the stztements made Dy this report are correct anc that the piping sysasn conforms 1o

1he rules of construction of the ASME Code Section 111, Division 1,

Certificate of Authorization expires 1=23-B3cenificate of Authoriz

Cate 40(2 [2 [ _signec _Ebasco Services, Inpc j"b
(NeCertificate ~oioer) -

CERTIFICATE OF INSPECTION

[ the uncersignes holding @ valic commission issued Dy the Nanonal Boarce of Boiler and Pressure Vesse! Inspectors anc

ﬂrmgiu ot Louisiana ang empioyec by ADeTican Motorists Ins .

of . Long. Grove, Il.. . _ ___ have inspecied the piping Oescrided in this Cata Reporzom [..‘;'_g_ \'_,3__}__

aNE siate 1hal 1 the best of my knowledpe and belwel e Cerificate of Authorization Hoiter has consirutied tws

mstaliation n accorcance with the ASME Coce for Nuciear Power Plant Components.

By sigring this cemificate. Meither the INSDECIOr NOr Nis eMDIOyer Make 2Ny warranty, express Of #ndhed, o

terning 1~¢ 2ioing oescr:oec i this Data Reoon. Fumnermore. neither the inspecior nor N5 emOiDwer snali De Labie in any

Mmanner *2t amy SErSSNal Ny OF DIODerTy SaMage O 2 /Css of ANy INC ansing rom Of CONPESTEC Lnth Thes INSSeClion.

W- Commussions ... %?.
iingpecior! iNgt + Boare. S . Pvowence anG No.

- -

-
DI . . T i 18

Signec

“Har:ford Sgean Beiler I 6 1 Co, .
#* R! - John Z. dorvath - LA PE 19331
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Interofiice Correspondence

a8 July 1, 1983 siLEssr WOCQA-25339

g~ orElE.cCaton  QAIRG
=2 SFECELCCATCN Q. A. Site Superviscr
S.2.807 EBwvésostatic Testinc ¢f Sheo Weléds -

Reference: D. M. McCorkle letter to R. J. Quinnicei, dated e 135, 1983

Mr. McCorkle's interpretaticn of the ASE code invelving hydrostatic testing of
shcp welés is not valid., Attached please find memos f-um Mr. Thomas Dragan
(Tagkins-Seckwith's Authorized Nuclear Inspector) and Mr. larcy Solt (oo
Authcrized Nuclear Inspector). They both agree that the Avthorized Nuclear
Inspecicr signature N-5 Data Repcrt is the Sinmal inspecticn signature fox
hyérostatic test of the stamped systenm.

Tarskins-Beckwich has been providing an individual inspecticn sigratre for
each of their field welds irdicating acceptance for hydrostatic test., Thig is
mcre than the coce reguires and is admirable but not mancatory by coCe reguire~
ments., . .

The ncnconfozmance attached to Mr, McCorkle's memo does not need to be issued,
We trust this resclves Mr. McCorkle's questicn cnce and for all.

Attacrments
EK: imd

ce: L. A. Stinson
P. Burgard
c. 84
L. Jagger
V30A Fil
QAs File
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Interoffice Correspondence

paTe June 15, 1983 FILEREF. W3QAIRG-0559
10 - R. J. Chionied OFFICELOC:™oN Ebasco QAIRG
/ﬁ 2.
FROM . M. McCorkle OFFICELCZATICN Ebasco QAIRG

SUBJECT LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMEANY -
WATERFORD STZAM ELECTRIC STATION .
1983 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION - UNIT NO. 3
Eydrostatic Testing of Shop Welds
Manfactured by Dravo

Richard, per your request the following is a response to Mr. L. W. Jagger's
speed letter dated 6/10/83.

Mr. Jagger's statement "The signir, of N-5 form with N-1 forms of mfg. at-
tached signifies that mfg. shop welds have beea hydro tested and accepted by
installer ANI;" is not entirely accurate. It is a true statement that the shop
welds have been subjected to a. hydrostatic test, but the signing of the N-5
form by the installers AMI does not signify acceptance of these welds. To
substantiate this statement the following is offered as discourse om the sub-
ject of hydrostatic testing shop welds manufactured by Dravo.

The N-5 Data Report, as quoted from ASME Sectiom III 1974 Eddition through the
Summer of 1876 Addenda is for "NA-8420 Report Form for field installatiom:
field installation welds shall be verified on Data Report Form N-5." The K-5
data report will also identify and have attached the data reports of the
components installed by the field installation welds noted above.

The data reports attached to the N-5 such as; NPP-1, NPV-1, ¥-1, N-1A, NVv-1,
_K-6, N-7, N-2, NCS-1, NCS-2, NF-1l and NF-2 in turn signify Code compliance
for the item(s) identified there om. In the case.of Dravo, the NPP-) data
~eports are signed off by the manufactures ANI but line pumber 7 (Shop
Hydrostatic Test PSI) of these data reports has been completed

. by entering the word NONE, signifying that a shop hydrostazric test was not

performed.

The condition is perfectly acceptadle, because the Code ailows the componenc
or appurtenance hydrostatic test as an acceptable test for parts and Piping
subassemblies, Reference NB-6114. But this does not elimimate the Code
requirement for "Examination for Leakage after Applicatiom of Pressure”,

Reference NB-6215, of the weld's manufactured in the shop.

Therefore the following condition exists:

1. We have an N-5 data report with NPP-1's attached that have no bydro-
static test documented for the shop welds.

r
.

We have a Tompkins-Beckwith hydrostatic test package with only the
field velds documented. i

3. Thus ve do not have any documentation that the shop welds were

sxazined for lezkzace after application of pressure. cuns & 4 Tode
regudirizent NE-~Jl3 that can not be verified v locu-i-i.o e

- - - -

‘o



R: J« Chinnict

W30AIRG-0552
June 15, 1583 *
Page 2

&. The installers ANI is only responsible to the extent detailed in
WA-35200 and therefore is only verifying those items detailed on the
R-5 data report. The shoo welds hydrostatic test are not detailed
on any cata report or Quality Assurance Record as required by ANSI
N45.2.9, Reg. Guide 1.88 and ASME Sectiorn III Article NA-4000, Sub
Article NA-4500.
Tce2 NCR generzted against the subject welds would provide us with the docu-
=zxtation necessary to adequately resolve this issue. A closed copy could
z2 placed into each test package to provide us with the documented evidence
that this condirion was identified, addressed and resclved in accordance
with the Quality Assurance Program requirerments.

DMM/caf
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Atlania Office 4330 Georgetown
The Hardord Atlanta, Georgia 30338
Steam Boilx Inspection  (404) 4570261

and Insurance Co

July 9, 1984

Mr. Mike Yates, Project Manager
Ebasco Services, Inc.

Waterford III SES

P. 0. Box 70

Killona, Louisiana 70066

SUBJECT: HYDROSTATIC TESTING WITNESSED BY
AUTHORIZED NUCLEAR INSPECTORS

Dear Mr. Yates:

The Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Company, Atlanta Regional
Office, received a call from Mr. Upshure Quinby, Senior Resident Engineer,
Ebasco, on July 3, 1984, Mr. Quinby‘s inquiry was to asceitain the degree of
iuspections performed by the HSB Authorized Nuclear Inspector (ANI“s) during
hydrostatic testing of ASME Section III, Division 1, Class 1 and 2 piping
systems.

Mr. Quinby’s concern wes that the Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B“s) hydrostatic
packages did not list those welds made by the piping subassembly subcontractor
(Dravo).

The writer acknowledged the above and noted that it was T-B"s intent to list
only tiiose welds made by T-B as the NA/NPT Certificate of Anthorization
Holder.

However, it was further pointed out that isometric dravings and flow diagrasms
were included as part of the hydrostatic test package. These documents
identified hydrostatic test boundaries and were utilized for inspectiom during
hydrostatic testing.

Also the writer noted to Mr. Quinby that inspections were not limited to
welds, whether made by T-B or Dravo. ASME Code Section III, Division 1,
paragraph NB/NC6215 "Examination for Leakage After Application of Pressure”
requires in part that ", . . examination for leakage shall be made of all
joints, connections and of all regions of high stress . . . ™,

In actual practice this requirement was exceeded as the ANI"s also made a
complete walk-down of these systems and performed a visual inspection of test
boundary surfaces and surrounding areas for evidence of leakage .

Certification by the ANI that these requirements were met is attested to in
the "Certificate of Installation Inspection" block on the ASME N-5 Data Report
7orm for the applicable system. This certification signifies that the ANI
performed the inspections required by Section III and to the best of the ANIs
knowledge and belief, the Certificate Holder met all Code requirements.




Atlanta Office 4330 Georgetown Square
The Hartford Atlanta, 2 30338
Steam Boiler Inspection  (404) 457-0261

and Insurance Co

Ebasco Services, Inc.
Page Two
July 9, 1984

It should also be noted that a statement was included oo all N-5 Data Reports
confirming that the hydrostatic test included shop fabricated welds.

As Authorized Nuclear Inspector Supervisor assigned to the Waterford III
Project during the majority of this testing and responsible for technical
supervision of the assigned ANI‘s, I have complete confidence that the Autho-
rized Nuclear Inspectors performed the required inspections in accordance with
ASME Section III requirements.

Should you need further information regarding the above inspections, please do
not hesitate to contact the Atlanta Regional Office.

?ourt very ;EUI”
\ &Q)‘V
Qobo

Barry K.
Assistant Regional Manager
SIS Division - Atlanta

BKB/ je/94



RESPONSE

ITEM NO.: 16
TITLE: Surveys and Exit Interviews of QA Personnel
NRC DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN:

In a memorandum dated January 3, 1984, R.S. Leddick, LP&L Vice President for
Nuclear Operations, directed that the LP&L Quality Assurance (QA) personnel
conduct interviews of the on-site contractor QA personnel to elicit any concerns
the contractor staff may have regarding the quality of construction of Waterfcrd
Unit 3. That memorandum also indicated that exit interviews would be similarly
conducted with the contractor personnel prior to their leaving :n¢ Waterford 3
project. A total of 407 such interviews were conducted beginning in January
1984, Indiv.idual responses were sent to the specific employee(s) who raised the
concern.

Exit interviews with the contractor QA Employees (resigned, transferred, or
terminated) began on January 16, 1984. A compilation of the concerus raised
during those interviews were forwarded for follow-up on May 22, 1984.

The NRC staff reviewed all of the questionnaire forms and responses to the
questions identified by the LP&L QA staff. In some cases, the NRC review
identified additional potential issues, beyund those identified by LP&L, and
responses that did not address the intent of the concerns. Nevertheless, the
staff found that the majority of the concerns raised are being or have been
addressed as part of all of the other NRC review efforts associated with
Waterford 3.

As a result of the staff review, it 1is not evident that the survey and exit
interviews have been vigorously pursued by LP&L to ianvestigate the issues raised
for safety significance, root cause, and generic implications. For example, the
exit interviews began in January and are continuing. However, the process of
reviewing the content of those interviews did not begin until late May 1984.
For some of the interviews, additional f{nformation should have been obtained
from the person interviewed but the inte viewers did not indicate on the form
whether or not they sought additional facts. Finally for a number of areas,
issues or potential problems were acknowledged but it is not clear that any
follow=-up action occurred.

The NRC staff is concerned that the LP&L program to investigate issues does not
promptly and thoroughly examine rhe specific areas and the programmatic
implications ot them. Other successful programs have utilized independently
staffed grouns to assess each iscsue raised and formally report to senior utility
manzgement on their findings and recommended corrective actions. These elements
are not evident in the LP&L process. As a result, LP&L should develop and
implement a formal program for handling issues raised by individuals. One of
the first tasks to be dealt with by the program should be the review of the
responses previously provided to the QA survey and during the exit interviews.

16-1



DISCUSSION:

In addressing the NRC staff's concerns, we will discus¢ first, the LPAL
interview program as initially conducted by the company, and second, LP&L's
plans for this program in the future. The initial program - a new type effort
within LP&L--has been helpful and effective, LP&L believes, in identifying and
resolving potential quality issues. At the same time, as reflected in
experience to date and in the NRC staff comments, the program can be
significantly improved. Program improvements, including those recommended by
the NRC, are being implemented.

I. PROGRAM AS INITIALLY CONDUCTED

Discussion of the program is divided into six parts--establishment of the
program, implementation of the program in initial QA/QC interviews,
implementation of the program in exit interviews, program review, program
benefits and program shortcomings.

A. Establishment of the Program

In December 1983, comstruction work on Waterford 3 was essentially
complete and the project was in a conmstructicn punch list mode.
System testing and system turnover activities were nearing completion,
and the work force was in transition from contractor construction
personnel to startup personnel and permanent plant staff. During this
time frame, LP&L Management became aware, through a variety of
sources, that rumors and allegations of comstruction quality concerns
were surfacing. Management recognized that first hand information was
very important in addressing such concerrs and that the best source of
information should be the site QA/QC personnel.

Accordingly, as an effort to identify and resolve such concerns, LP&L
Management promptly established in early January 1984, a program to
interview all on-site QA/QC personnel and to interview such personnel
thereafter when they were leaving the site. The objectives of this
program were twofold:

ls Identify and resolve QA/QC concerns, in particular concerns
of potential safety problems.

2. Communicate to these personnel, if they desired, the
disposition of their concerns.

This program was a new, voluntary effort of a type not previously
undertaken by the company; it was not an NRC requirement, nor was it
part of a prior commitment.



The decision to establish the QA/QC interview program was made by the
Senior Vice President - Nuclear Operations after being proposed by the
Corporate Quality Assurance Manager. LP&L QA was assigned the
responsibility to conduct such a program. Prime responsibility for
program implementation was assigned to a senior member of the
Corporate (. Staff with 22 years experience in the utility industry.
He was assigned by the LP&L Corporate Quality Assurance Manager as the
principal interview team leader and 1is widely respected for his
competence and professionalism. Reflecting his capability, that
interview team leader was also designated by LP&L as Construction
Appraisal Team coordinator for the company.

Implementation of the Prog-am in Initial QA/QC Interviews

The program commenced on January 3, 1984. On that date, the LP&L
Senior Vice President - Nuclear Operations 1issued a memorandum
(Attachment 1) to Waterfecrd 3 QA/QC personnel advising them that LP&L
QA would, at his direction, be conducting interviews with QA/QC
personnel. It was further directed in the letter that the plan was to
conduct interviews with QA/QC personnel prior to their leaving the
site, and that the objective was to identify quality concerns these
individuals might have.

The initial interviews of QA/QC personnel were begun on January 5,
1984, During this initial phase, 407 people involved in Quality
Assurance and Quality Control functions were interviewed. Those
interviewed are believed to have included all LP&L QA/QC personnel as
well as Ebasco and subcontractor QA/QC personnel on site.

Interviews were conducted principally by two-man teams of LP&L QA
personnel. The Corporate Quality Assurance Manager briefed the
interviewers prior to the interviews and stressed that the objective
was to obtain as much information as possible and that they should not
intimidate, or appear to intimidate, the interviewees.

Interviews were intended to be conducted in the following general
manner :

" Interviewee was shown a copy of the memorandum from the Senior
Vice President-Nuclear Operations.

. Interviewee was given the option to remain anonymous.

. Interviewee was asked questions contained in a questionnaire
prepared by LP&L QA. The questionnaire included general
questions inviting comments on quality concerns the inl.:iviewee
wished to discuss. Responses were recorded on the questionnaire
by one of the interviewing team members. In most cases, the
interviewee signed the questionnaire.

" The interviewee was told he would be provided a copy of the
response to his concerns if he so desired.

16-3



The program, as implemented, was not designed to be and was not
auditable in the sense that all related corrective actions were
documented and easily traceable. Thus, while concerns were evaluated
and action was initiated as deemed appropriate, the questionnaire
itself did not include a space for disposition of the concern.

As the initial interviews were proceeding, interview comments were
being contemporaneously reviewed by the interview team leader to
determine:

If a concern expressed by the interviewee required
addressing from a safety significance standpoint;

If the concern had generic implications; and

If the interviewee desired a responsa to his concerns.

Again, while this review in fact was performed, systematic records
were not maintained. However, concerns detected were handled as
indicated below.

Of the 407 individuals interviewed, approximately two thirds expressed
no concerns. For the remainder, the interview team leader identified

72 potentially safety related concerns (some concerns were referenced
by more than one individual).

One of these concerns was answered orally. As for the remaining 71
concerns, the interview team leader presented these to the Corporate
Quality Assurance Manager, and LP&L then requested and obtained formal
written responses to these concerns from the persons believed to be
best able to respond. The concerns were consolidated in five requests
for response as follows:

Letter W3k84-0059 dated 1/11/84, from LP&L Corporate Quality
Assurance Manager to Ebasco QA, listing 15 concerns;

Memorandum W3K84-0069 dated 1/12/84, from LP&L Corporate Quality
Assurance Manager to LP&L Plant Manager, listing 13 concerns;

Memorandum W3K84-0097 dated 1/16/84, from the interview team

leader to LP&L Corporate Quality Assurance Manager, listing 4
concerns;

Letter W3K84-C108 dated 1/17/84, from LP&L Corporate Quality
Assurance Manager to Ebasco QA, listing 25 concerns;

Letter W3K84-0109 dated 1/17/84, from LP&L Corporate Quality
Assurance Manager to Ebasco QA, listing l4 concerns.

In the letters and memoranda, LP&L QA set out the concerns essentially
as stated by the interviewees, with only minor changes.




As reflected by the dates of these letters and memoranda, they were
sent within a week of completion of the interviews. Thus, in January,
1984 LPSL interviewed 407 individuals, evaluated their concerns, and
developed and sent written requests for formal responses for 71
concerns determined to require such response.

Responses to the letters and memoranda were coordinated between the
individuals preparing a response and LP&L QA. Written responses were
provided for all concerns, as follows:

Letter W3QA-27541 dated 1/17/84 from EBASCO QA to the LP&L
Corporate Quality Assurance Manager.

Memorandum W3Q84-0010 dated 2/11/84 from the LP&L Plant Manager
to the LP&L Corporate Quality Assurance Manager.

Letter W3QA~-27570 dated 1/25/84 from EBASCO QA to the LP&L
Corporate Quality Assurance Manager.

Letter W3QA-27567 dated 1/25/84 from EBASCO QA to the LP&L
Corporate Quality Assurance Manager.

Memorandum W3K84-0170 dated 3/2/84 from the LP&L Corporate QA
Manager to the LP&L interview tear. leader.

As the responses were finally developed, 13 concerns were .eemed to
require corrective action, which was initiated through formal project
procedures. The 13 concerns deemed to have required corrective
actions can be categorized as:

()

Four required procedural revisions or issuance of new procedures.

Five required individual and/or groups of nonconformance reports
to be reviewed.

Three required some type of records review to be accomplished.

One required a limited inspection.

Of these concerns, corrective action for ten have been completed. The
balance are scheduled to be completed prior to fuel load, as
referenced in the five response letters listed above.

Fifty-eight concerns were deemed not to require corrective action by
the responding organization. In several instances, additional
information was required from the interviewee for a full response. In
these cases, the interview team leader sought such information;
however, the interviewee generally did not provide it.




During the course of this interview and review process, the Corporate
Quality Assurance Manager kept the Senior Vice President-Nuclear
Operations generally informed of the program's progress and of the
overall results. This was done without detailed written reports.

The process, including identification of generic concerns, can be
illustrated by the treatment of the following concern:

Review of NCRs. Several interviewees questioned whether
particular NCRs had been properly dispositioned. LP&L QA
considered this to be a generic issue and, indeed, it was one
that LP&L previously had independently identified. Based on the
independent identification, LP&L was considering conducting
an extensive NCR review. The fact that several QA/QC personnel
also raised this concern specifically confirmed for LP&L QA that
such a review should be undertaken and the review was begun in
February, 1984,

Implementation of the Program in Exit Interviews

In addition to initial interviews in January 1984 of on-site QA/QC
personnel, the LP&L program requires interviews of QA/QC personnel
leaving the site. Such interviews were commenced on January 16, 1984,
and are continuing. Through July 1, 1984, za total of 174 interviews
has been conducted. The format and procedure for the exit interviews
has been the same as for the initial interviews; however, *he response
process was longer in durationm.

Regarding the response process, the interview team leader reviewed the
interview notes promptly after they were recorded to determine whether
immediate action was required for the particular concern. On February
10, 1984, the first concern requiring a response was raised in an exit
interview. Between then and May 22, 1984, 12 additional such concerns
were raised. In each instance, the interview team leader made
determinations that a response would be required, but that immediate
action was not necessary. On May 22, 1984, these concerns were
consolidated and listed in a letter (W3K84-1217) from LP&L to Ebasco
QA and a formal response was requested. A response (letter
W3QA-28213) was issued by Ebasco QA on Junme 17, 1984, Of these
concerns, one concern was deemed to require corrective action, which
has been accomplished. The delay in seeking formal responses in no
way shows lack of concern (as has been suggested); rather, it reflects

perception that other matters (CAT, Task Force) required priority
attention.

The exit interview program continues, and since May 22, 1984, five
concerns requiring responses have been identified. Reflecting the NRC
staff's expression of concern in the June 13,1984 letter and LP&L's
own reanalysis, LP&L compiled a listing of these concerns in memoranda
W3KB4~-1517 dated July 2, 1984 and W3K84-1458 dated July 3, 1984, LP&L
has requested the Jualfty Team (see Part II, below) to obtain
responses to these cuncerns.
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D.

Pro‘ran Review

Following the NRC letter of June 13, 1984, several relatively quick
internal reviews have been made of the interview program to date. The
interview team leader, for instance, reviewed his own determinations.
Further, LP&L's Independent Safety Engineering Group conducted a
review. As a result of these reviews, one additional concern having
potential safety significance was identified which required review and
response. That concern related to Hilti bolts and was the subject of
response request Letter W3K84-1466 dated June 25, 1984 to Ebasco
QA (this letter also sought a formal response to the concern which the
interview team leader had answered orally). Ebasco QA responded via
Letter W3QA-28220 dated July 6, 1984 to the LP&L Corporate QA Manager.
The Hilti Bolt concern was recommended to require no corrective
action.

In addition to cthese internal reviews, and as suggested by the NRC
staff, an external organization is conducting a thorough review of all
interviews to date and their disposition to assure that all concerns
are 1identified, thoroughly developed and resolved. The external
review is discussed further in Part II below.

Program Benefits

The interview program as conducted by LP&L, clearly has been of
benefit to LP&L. The very fact that LP&L instituted a program is
helpful in that the effort to date has convinced LP&L that such an
interview program can be an effective and valuable tool in identifying
and resolving pctential safety concerns. Further, QA/QC personnel, in
fact, were systematically interviewed for expressions of quality
concerns. The vast majority of individuals expressed no concerns.
For those who raised concerns, those concerns were addressed,
corrective action was taken as deemed necessary, and explanations of
disposition were given to individuals desiring this. The program, in
short, has established and institutionalized an additional channel for
communications within LP&L of potential safety concerns.

Program Shortcomings

While the program has been beneficial, it also has had shortcomings.
The most significant of these have been the following:

1. The program was not established to be auditable, i.e., all
reviews and actions taken were not documented and are not readily
traceable.

2. No formal procedure was established for the program (this, for
example, allowed for the lack of detailed written reports to
upper management).

3. The program was conducted by in-house personnel who were not
trained interviewers.

4, A more thorough review of the responses might have uncovered more
concerns or modified the concerns which were recognized.
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1I.

LP&L believes that these program shortcomings are addressed and
resolved by the program revisions instituted by LP&L as described
in Part II below.

CORRECTIVE ACTIUN PLAN/SCHEDULE

LP&L, in agreement with the NRC staff, believes that the existing program
can be significantly enhanced. Reflecting its commitment to the program,
LP&L had adopted the following program modifications:

A.

The enhanced interview program initially will be conducted by an
independently managed organization. LP&L has selected Quality
Techno'ogy Company for this effort. Quality Technology is responsible
for a . imilar program at the Wolf Creek Generating Station in Kansas.
Quality Technology's personnel include both individuals who have
technical expertise regarding nuclear power plants and individuals
with substantial experience in interview techniques. The head of the
Waterford 3 "Quality Team" (as the program has been designated) for
Quality Technology will be Mr. Scoctt Schum. Mr. Schum is a former NRC
Senior Resident Inspector, and he has a solid reputation within the
industry. The "Quality Team" commenced its operations onsite at
Waterford 3 on July 6, 1984. It will be responsible for soliciting
and receiving quality concerns and providing these concerns to the
appropriate manager for analysis and corrective action, as required,
and for response back to the Quality Team.

LP&L will closely monitor the program. First, the program has been
made auditable in form, i.e., all concerns and analyses and
dispositions thereof will be documented in a readily traceable manner.
LP&L QA will conduct regular program audits. Second, "Quality Team"
personnel will initially report on Quality Team activities and
concerns received at least weekly, to the Senior Vice President-
Nuclear Operations with copies to the LP&L Corporate Quality Assurance
Manager. Monthly Summary reports will encompass the concerns
expressed by interviewees and the status of the disposition of those
concerns. Analyses of the safety significance, cause and generic
implications will be performed for those concerns which are
substantiated, and the results of such analyses will be promptly
reported to LP&L Management. Concerns deemed to require immediate
action will be immediately brought to the attention of LP&L
Management.

A procedure for the program was formally issued on July 13, 1984, This
detailed procedure was prepared by the Quality Technology Company and
was reviewed and approved by LP&L Management. The interview portion
of the program has already commenced and the remainder of the program
is currently being phased into full implementation.

The program has been expanded in scope. Exit interviews to date have

been conducted only with QA/QC persornel. The exit interview program
in the future will be applied to all appropriate onsite personnel,
borth of LP&L and Contractors, who are leaving.
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E. Quality Technology's first responsibility, along with setting up the
exit interview program and conducting iaterviews, is to review the
concerns expressed in the interviews conducted to date by LP&L
personnel. This review will cover both the initial LP&L interviews of
January 1984, and the exit interviews subsequently conducted. Quality
Technology has been directed to analyze interviews thoroughly for
additional potential concerns and the cause and generic implications
of all concerns, to follow-up on matters deemed to require further
information, &and to open a file for each individual's councern
expressed and document specifically their dispositions. This effort,
will be completed prior to escalation above 5% power.

CAUSE:

See paragraph I.F. above.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE:

To date all recognized items of safety significance found as a result of the
interviews are felt to have been adequately addressed. On this basis, there is
no recognized reason that this issue s\ ould constrain operation at 5% power.
This will be validated prior to escalation above 5% power. Additionally any
further safety concerns found as a result of the review specified in paragraph

II.E. above, the resolution of which are required prior to power exceeding 5%,
will be evaluated prior thereto.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

None recognized to date.

The NRC can be assured that the company is vitally interested in having as
effective and thorough an interview program as possible. The company believes
that the program as initiated has been bpeneficial. As with any new effort,
however, the company has learned from its experience, as well as from the
comments of the NRC; and the company has strengthened the program accordingly.
The revisions and additions to the initial program are extensive and reflect
LP&L's commitment to the program.

ATTACHMENTS :

(1) 1/3/84 memorandum from R.S. Leddick

REFERENCES:

None

16-9



A A / 142 DELARONDE STREET @ SO BOX 8008
IGHT/ newomLeans LOuSIANA  70174-8008 ® (B04) 366-2345

ROTH S. LEDDICK
Senior Vice Presigent
Nuclear Operations

January 3, 1984

W3K84~0005
Q3-A35.01

T0: QA Personnel
FROM: R. 8. Leddick

SUBJECT: Interviews

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that, during the next two weeks,
LPEL QA personnel will be conducting interviews with Ebasco and other onsite QA
personnel. This is being done at my direction in order to identify any quality
concerns that you may have., We also plan to conduct Exit Interviews with you
prior to your leaving the Waterford Project. During these interviews, you
should feel free to express any quality concerns you may have. No one need
fear retribution for anything disclosed during the interview and you can remain

anonymous if you wish,

LP&L intends to construct and ope- ie Waterford 3 as safely as possible. Your
help in achieving .ais goal will be greatly appreciated.

S. Leddick

RSL/ch

ce: Interviewees



RESPONSE
ITEM NO,: 19
TITLE: Water in Basemat Instrumentation Conduit
NRC DESCRIPTION OF CONCEKa.

In examining the safety significance of the allegations, the NRC staff performed
system walkdowns as a means of verifying the as-built conditions. During one of
those walkdowns, the staff noted that there was water in an electrical conduit
that penetrated the basemat. If the seals in that conduit should fail there is
a potential direct path for ground water to flood the auxiliary building
basement. LP&L should review all conduit that penetrates the basemat and
terminates above the top of the basemat to assure that these potential direct
access paths of water are properly sealed.

DISCUSSION:

During the construction period, several permanent conduits embedded in the
basemat were observed to seep water at the stub-up couplings. None of them
leaked in a quantity sufficient to cause flooding concerns during construction.

Silicone foam seals were plac~.d in these conduits beginniag in late 1983,

In May, 1984, a walkdown, as described in Attachment 1, was periormed by Ebasco
which identified 28 places where wetness due to seepage from conduits was found
and 12 places where evidence of past leaking from conduits was found. These
cases will be addressed by LP&L by removing the existing serls and replacing
them with a light density silicone elastomer which has the capability to stop
the seepage as required, This work will be performed as a rcutine maintenance
item as directed by the Plant Operations Staff, since the slow seepage through
the seals is a maiantenance inconvenience and not a flooding hazard. This is
reflected in Attachment 1.

The 12 sheet table that is part of Attachment | is in fact 2 related listings.
The first 2 sheets list 36 items (27 conduits and 9 pull boxes)., These items
were checked off in the listing as either having a leak or giving evidence of
once having a leak. The remaining 10 sheets detail what conduits come into each
of the 9 pull boxes listed on the first 2 sheets (Items 4,5,7,9,10,23,27,28 and
32). These 10 sheets have listed on them 56 conduits which when combined with
the 27 conduits on the first 2 sheets makes a total of 83 identified conduits.
(Note: Attachment |/Paragraph I indicates that 8 pull boxes were identified.
Subsequent to issuance of Attachment |, additional conduite and a pull bhox were
added to the table. The table that is now part of Attachment | is the updated
version and the above numbers are correct.)

Temporary conduits which enter the basemat from oautside, and which once allowed
passage of ground water in quantities that required periodic pumping, have now
all bevn prersure grouted as part of the normal design requirement and their
temporary blockout pits filled with concrete as shown on Drawing LOU-1564~G-499
$09, Therefore, they no longer serve as leak paths for ground water,
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Attachment 2 discusses the sealing of a piezometer riser and a piezometer
standpipe. The piezometer riser (Item 8 of Attachment 1) consists of
piezometers in a conduit down in the aquifer (surrounded by a well pipe). The
conduit was internally sealed behind the piezometers and was sealed again in the
portion of conduit that transverses the basemat. As recommended in Attachment
2, this conduit will be sealed with a light density silicone elastomer since two
of the piezometers are still operable. The piezometer standpipe is basically a
well pipe f?lled with water under pressure from the aquifer with piezometers
attached at the -35 level. Since this standpipe is no lenger needed, it will be
pressure grouted prior to fuel load. The location of the riser is just south of
the J wall, between 5A and 6A (i.e., in corridor south of EFW pump A - see FSAR
Figure 1.2-11). The location of the standpipe 1s north of the L wall, between
6A and 7A (i.e., in the radioactive pipe chase - see FSAR Figure 1.2-19).

CAUSE:

Except in the case of the piezometer riser, the seal material in place does not
provide total waterstop characteristics.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

There are no generic implications since the potential pathe for ground water to
flow in appreciable quantities had already been addressed.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE:

There was never a path for ground water to flow in sufficient quantity to flood
the auxiliary building basement, even before the seals were installed and before
the temporary conduits were grouted. The floor drain and sump pump system was
more than adequate to handle the quantity of water which entered the building
during construction, and is adequate to handle the much redured quantity
presently observed, most of which evaporates before ever reaching a floor drain.
On this basis, there is no recognized reason that this issue should constrain
fuel load or power operation.

CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN/SCHEDULE:

As stated above, there is no safety significance associated with this issue.
Corrective action will be taken as part of good construction practice. The
decision to replace the seals on the conduits will be based strictly on
operating and maintenance considerations. Any replacement seals will consist of
a light density silicone elastomer which has the capability to stop the seepage.
ATTACHMENTS :

(1) Memorandum ES-9160-84 of May 18, 1984

(2) Memorandum ES-9409-84 of June 1, 1984
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REFERENCES :

(1) Drawing LOU-1564-G-499 S09
(2) FSAK Figure 1.2-11

(3) FSAR Figure 1.2-19
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ATTACHMENT 1

May 18, 1984

ES-9160-84
i0: J. Roughtaling
: A
from: . % T:‘Gril;olj 5 il

_ e s —— - o — o ]

Subject: LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
* WATERFORD SES - UNIT NO. 3
WATER SEEPAGE FROM CONDUITS,
ELEVATION =35

In accordance with your request, Civil and Electrical ESSE conducted a wallidown
of the conduits which penetrate the zat at Elevation =35 of the RAB, TEB and
Cooling towers to determine which conduits are lezking water. t the saze tinme
NYZE was requested to review the type of mater’al that could be exployed to seal
the conduits and elininate seepage of water cnto the ficor.

The results of this study are as follows:

I. Results of Walkéown
A comprehensive walkdown of all conduits which penetrate the Mat at
Elevation -35 revealed either seepage of water or evidence that watar has
leaked from 76 of these conduits. The attached table provides a coomplete
listing of the affected conduits including their location and cables

- contained. A large number of these conduits (53) penetrate the Mzt and

enter floor mounted pull boxes. There are eight such pull boxes that have
been identified,

II. Results of NYEE Study

NYEE was requested to review this p.oblem and identify the type of fix that
would prevent water from penetrating these conduits. It was deter=ined
that sealing the conduits with Light Density Silicone Elastomer (LDSE)
which has been provided by B&BR in accordance with existing specificazion
LOU 13564.249W will prevent the seepage of watar through the conduits.

Assuming the water table to be equal to grade elevation of +17.5 fee: znd
the affected conduits end flush with slab elevation -35 feet (worse case),
the pressure on top of the conduit opening can be calculated 2s follows:

® Pressure(PSI) = Head (ft.)/2.31(ft/psi) where
Head (ft.) = dl-dz. therefore

Pressure (PSI) = 17.5-(-35)/2.31 or 22.7psi

A four (4) inch thickness of LDSE has been tested by BéB to be a fire rated seal
and a hydrostatic seal rated for 20 psi.




J. Eoughtaling -2 - May 18, 1984 -
ES-9160-84

Since the pressure on the conduit is 22.7pri, it is recommended that a six (6)
inch thickness of LDSE in each conduit end will provide a margin for flooding at
grade elevation. The existing Silicone Foam fire barrier material must be
completely removed prior to pouring the LDSE. Also, vpon curing the LDSE
becomes bhard and zan only be removed by using a chisel.

Ed

It should be noted that. the seepage of water onto the floor of Elevationm -35
through these conduits is not an immediate hazard to the safety of the plant or
its personnel, but rather a nuisance to maintenance. On this basis, it is
recomzended that replacement of the Silicome foam fire barrier material with the
LDSE be scheduled as a post fuel load task at a time convenient to LP&L.

JTS3/kw

F. Montalbano
. Costello
DeBruin

Ruiz

Vidal

cc:
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ATTACHMENT 2

June 1, 13584
ES-340%-34

ol J. Houghtaling
1 > -
oA, iy L, glé;
TRM: 3. Grast HJ [*

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD SES - UNIT NO. 3
WATER SZEPAGE FROM PIZZOMETERS IN BASE MAT

Reference: Memo ES-2160-84 of 5-18-84, Grillo o Houghtaling, "WATER SEEPAGE
FROM CONDUITS, ELEVATION - 35"

Item § of the attachment to referenced memo idencifies a leakin
F-8zcmeters, as shown on drawing LOU-1364-5-439509, Dezail "xX".
TwC of the piezometers in this riser are still cperating and they should centisue
i% service so long as they give readings. AFplication of LDSE sealing foam as

f veccmmended in the meme will not terfere with continued service.

G 4"P riser Zfar

-nere is also a piezometer standpipe, No. ?-23, which is shown on the same drawing,

and which was not included in the relerenced memo because it is nct a conduit and
doces not leak.

This standpipe also reguires sealing even though it doces not leak at Present, since
i3s utilicty is over (it =monitors a deep aguifer of nc present int rest) and _; its
Fresent configuration (full of water under Pressure) represents a pctential leak
path if it were to be broken by accident or cerrosion.

It should be sealed by injection of pressure grout in sulficient quantity to £ill
it the height of the base mat, and then valved ©ff against any minor seeprge
threugh the grout.

It is suggested that thig action item be added to the list conveyed by the rafarenced
f'\.-!.‘.O - . . - -

BG/tw

€c: J. Costello .

J. De2ruin
J. Grilloe
R. Esnes
A. Bishara
P.C. Liu

e L. Biller
B. Grant

G. Wu
(g ZSSE File ?. 83



