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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I

Report No. 85-05

Docket No. 50-412

License No. CPPR-105 Category: B

Licensee: Duquesne Light Company
Robinson Plaza Building No. 2
Suite #210, PA Route 60
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Facility: Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit 2

Location: Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Dates: F bruar 4 - March 1, 1985

[
'

Inspectors: 7.-

].s.Waiton,SeniorResidentInspector+M85
A date

;.ho 1

j " J. Pr Y dy, Resident Inspector ~date
. 4

Approved by: Y 9[-

4.. E. Trfp3, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 3A 'date

Inspection Summary: Inspection on February 4 - March 1,1985 (Report No. 50-412/

85-05)

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by two resident inspectors (191
hours) of activities pertaining to previously identified unresolved items, control
of hold tags, inspection and disposition of electrical panel wiring separation,
cable pull ticket controls, pipe welding and associated activities, installation
of electrical pull-boxes, and daily site tours.

Results: . Several concerns regarding quality assurance were found during this inspec-
tion. Deficiencies were found in the areas of dispositioning of Nonconformance
and Disposition Reports when generic issues are involved (cable pull tension and
bend radius). Inspections and dispositions were being performed on electrical
panel wiring without applying the established Quality Assurance Program. Hold /Re-
ject tags were not being removed as required by the established Quality Control
Program. Commitments to Regulatory Guide 1.75 and IEEE Standard 384 for >

separation of wiring in electrical panels are apparently not being met when
both vendor installed and field installed wiring are considered.

The deficiencies described above resulted in three violations being issued.
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DETAILS

1. Persons Attending Exit Interview

F. A. Arnold, Staff Engineer
R. Coupland, Director, QC
C. R. Davis, Director, QA
D. W. Denning, Assistant Director, QC
S. D. Hall, Senior Compliance Engineer
E. J. Horvath, PEPM
J. A. Hultz, Construction Liaison
J. F. Konkus, Project Engineer
R. E. Martin, Director, Nuclear Engineering
C. Majumdar, Assistant Director, QC
J. Waslousky, Senior QA Engineer

Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation

P. J. Bienick, Assistant Superintendent, Engineering
A. McIntyre, Superintendent of Engineering
J. G. Novak, Superintendent of Construction

'C. H. Wilbur, Assistant Project Engineer
R. C. Wittschen, Licensing Engineer

2. Construction Site Walk-Through Inspections

Daily tours of the construction site were made to observe work activities in
progress, completed work, and plant status of.the construction ,ite. The
presence of quality control inspectors and quality records were observed.
All areas observed were found acceptable except as identified in Paragraphs
4 and 5.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Deviation (84-09-01), Commitments for Implementing Cable Raceway Fill.
At a meeting between Duquesne Light Company, Stone and Webster Engineering,
and NRC, to discuss cable raceway fills, commitments were made by the
licensee to revise document 2BVM-88, Specification 2BVS-931, Field
Construction Procedure FCP 431 end Inspection Procedure IP 8.4.1, by
certain dates. The deviation was issued when the commitments were not
met.

The licensee has completed the commited revisions as follows:

-- 2BVM-88 was revised (Addendum 1, dated August 10,1984) to delineate the
engineer og review procedure which must be completed prior to authorizing
a cable tray overfill. These procedures include a checklist which will
accompany all new computer overfill authorization forms and a list of
required approval signatures. The signature of the Lead Structural En-
gineer (or his designee) will be required if the projected weight of tray
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cables, after overfill,_ exceeds 35 lb/ft. If the projected depth is
greater than 1-1/2 inches above the side rail, the overfill authorization
will not be approved.

Final cable inspection:for tray fill verification will be accomplished
.by DLC Site Quality Control (SQC).

-- Engineering and Design Coordination Report (E&DCR) 2P-4505 was issued
August 2, 1984, to revise 2BVS-931 in accordance with the response to
the item above., The tray fill controls discussed in E&DCR 2P-4505 apply
to both safety and'non-safety-related trays as well as tray fittings
(e.g., tee's, crosses,etc.).

Change No. 15 to FCP 431, " Cable Pulling," was issued August 3, 1984.--

Site Quality Control (SQC) has revised IP 8.4.1, dated August 9, 1984,
to reflect the above requirements.

Further, Stone and Webster Engineering has implemented'a document titled "BVPS-2
Project NRC Open Items Status. List" to track NRC items. In addition, this
status list is designed to list all commitments made to the NRC either through
letters or meetings. This document carries the committed items as well as the
completion dates. Stone and Webster has the responsibility for assuring these
commitments are met.

The inspector reviewed the revised documents and verified they were revised.
In addition, the inspector reviewed the "NRC Open Item Status List" and veri-
fied that commitments were being properly identified. This item is closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (84-18-05), Storage of Fuel Pool Heat Exchangers.
This item was unresolved because the licensee found water was present on the
secondary side of the two fuel pool heat exchangers. Thb storage requirements
stated the heat exchangers would be stored dry and. checked monthly for any
water accumulations. Further inspections of storage records revealed that
water was also found in the heat exchangers on Augurt 12, 1982, and no cor-
rective actions were taken at that time. The inspectcr was concerned that
extended storage with water and oxygen present might cause corrosion. The
secondary side is a combination of carbon and stainless steel materials.

To determine if any corrosion damage had occurred, a Stone and Webster Engi-
neering Corrosion Specialist visited the site on January 7, 1985, and per-
formed a borescope inspection of the internal surfaces (select areas) of both
heat exchangers. The inspector was present during these inspections. The
inspection is documented in Stone and Webster memorandum 2BVM-3673, dated
February 11, 1985, which states the following:

"The Type 304 stainless steel tubes were examined on the shell side using
a borescope. Deposits were present on the surface. These deposits are
normal corrosion products and most likely came from the carbon steel
shell. No evidence of pitting attack, crevice attack, or general corro-
sion was observed on tubing in either heat exchanger. Examination of
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some of the tube to baffle plate (carbon steel) penetrations indicate
no evidence of corrosion of the carbon steel baffle plate. Therefore,
there is no concern for denting at this location. Slight general
corrosion was observed on the carbon steel shell. This is considered
normal for this material. Therefore, it is concluded that storage
M nditions to date were not~ detrimental to the equipment."

Based on personal inspection of these areas, the inspector agreed with the
corrosion specialist's conclusions.

,

To prevent further possible deterioration of these heat exchangers, the units
were laid up wet (full of deionized water)-and properly tagged to prevent
them from inadvertently being drained. Further, specification 2BVS-981,
Storage and Maintenance During Storage of Permanent Plant Equipment
During the Construction Phase, was revised on January 29, 1985, to
specify the updated requirements for heat exchangers. The heat
exchangers' condition wi.11 be verified monthly.

Based on the visual examinations performed, with no-negative findings, and
the changed storage controls, this item was found acceptable.

(0 pen) Unresolved Item (84-14-03), Engineering Confirmation Program. The
inspector reviewed recent efforts devoted to addressing the various technical
items identified by Duquesne Light Company (DLC) in the Design Bases Endorse-
ment (DBE) Follow On Program. Previous NRC Inspection Reports 50-412/84-14
and 84-16 have discussed this program.

The DLC review of selected electrical calculations is proceeding with six (6)
calculations complete as follows:

Calculation No./Rev./Date Title

E-10/Rev. 3/6-29-83 Generator Leads Short Circuit

E-20/Rev. 2/2-15-84 Short Circuit Considerations of 5KV Power Cable

E-33/Rev. 2/6-23-83 Cable Size for Lift and Gripper Coils on Reactor
Rod Control

E-37/Rev. 3/7-17-84 Battery Duty Cycle and Size Calculation

E-38/Rev. 3/6-27-84 Battery Charger Size Calculation

E-85/Rev. 0/7-18-84 Minimum Size Ground Cable

Comments generated by DLC personnel on these calculations have been resolved
sat Mfactorily by Stone and Webster. An additional eleven (11) electrical
calculations remain to be completed.
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E. Monthly meetings have been held on the various DBE Follow On Program items-
since the first meeting in August,11984. These monthly meetings are keeping
track of these items to ensure that they are satisfactorily resolved. The
' inspector.-found the. program is working as intended, to aid and benefit the

_

design / construct process.

The inspector will continue to monitor and report this item in future inspec-
tions.

(0 pen) Unresolved Item (84-15-01), Preservice Inspection Program. This is
an unresolved item because of the inspector's concern that weld overlay build-
up on the exterior. surface of piping, adjacent.to the pressure boundary weld,
could create interferences during preservice and subsequent inservice examin-
ations. The concerns are that the weld buildup could attenuate the sound
energy and fail _ to inspect t;.e weld at the required sensitivity levels. .In
addition, the weld buildup could create an uneven surface (step effect) and
create a mechanical decoupling of the ultrasonic transducer tu the part being
- inspected with the result being a loss of sensitivity in the weld area.

To determine ~if sound attenuation was occurring as a result of the weld
buildup, the licensee has performed the following:

A welded sample was fabricated which represents the most difficult volumetric
(UT) examination ~ condition-in BVPS Unit 2 piping' systems. This excludes the
centrifugally cast stainless steel reactor coolant loop. piping. Specifically,
SA 376, Type 316, 12" schedule 160 stainless piping was selected from excess
. piping stock used in BVPS #2 piping systems. This pipe stock was then weld-
overlaid on the OD by the piping contractor who supplied piping subassemblies-
to BVPS #2 using identical welding procedures as those subassemblies installed

-

onsite. Standard weld edge penetrations were then machined onto the spool
ends and these spools were then joined using identical welding procedures as
used during installation onsite. A series of electric discharge machined
(EDM) notches were then installed to serve as. reference reflectors.

.

The' licensee attempted to perform meaningful ultrasonic examinations using
the shear wave technique in accordance with the procedural guidance given in

-Appendix III of ASME Section XI. Due to the anisotropic nature of the SA 376,
Type 316 base material, coupled with the attenuative effects oi the weld
overlay (and especially the butt weld itself) other UT' techniques had to be
explored and developed.

Refracted longitudinal (pitch-catch) angle _ beam design transducers were ob-
tained from Southwest Research Institute (who is presently engaged in parallel
-efforts with austenitic/ overlaid welded systems).

When using the refracted longitudinal wave search unit to examine the welded
6 - mockup, several important advantages over shear-wave techniques were found.

First, the' angle of refraction in the 316 base material remains closer to the
nominal 45* value. This is also true when measuring the angle of refraction
through weld-overlaid base material'while maximizing indications from inside

r

i

1 -



.

.

.

6

diameter EDM notches. The examination data substantiates this point. In
addition, the difference in attenuation and recorded cathrode ray tube re-
sponses indicated this. However, attempts to detect the 10% and 5% EDM
notches when the beam was passed through the weld material to the notches was
not possible. No clearly distinguishable ultrasonic indication from any EDM
notches placed adjacent to the weld root could be observed.

A section of this welded mockup contained a .125" diameter side drilled hole.
The side drilled hole was clearly resolved when scanned from either side of
the weld using refracted longitudinal waves. The amplitude of this indication
exceeded the reporting sensitivity established using a calibration standard
fabricated from the same pipe stock as the welded mockup.

The inspector witnessed the above described test and concurred that the re-
fracted longitudinal wave technique using dual focused transducers overcomes
the attenuation effects in the weld buildup such that the attenuation differ-
ences between the buildup and non-buildup are less than 2 decibels. The in-
spector agrees that further changes need to be tested to allow detection of
the notches through the weld area. The licensee is working with Southwest
Research, Nine Mile Point Nuclear Site, Perry Nuclear Site, Stone and Webster
Engineering, and Nuclear Energy Services to furtner enhance the detection
techniques. Different size transducers, frequencies and focus depths are
being explored.

The inspector stated that using the refracted, focused, dual longitudinal
waves at 45 degrees, gave acceptable sensitivity through the weld buildup,
without any sensitivity increase. The inspector agreed that further sensiti-
vity enhancement is necessary to allow detection of the code required notches
through the coarse grained weld proper. This item continues open pending
further review of the licensee's action on this matter.

4. Control of Hold Tags

The inspector audited the licensee's program for attachment and removal of
hold / reject tags on components when nonconforming conditions are identified.
The audit was made to ascertain compliance with Duquesne Light Company's
Quality Control Program, Sections SQC 4.4, "Nonconformance and Disposition
Reports," SQC 4.6, " Construction Deficiency Reports," and Schneider's Quality
Assurance Manual, Paragraph 16.4.7.4.

Section SQC 4.4, Paragraph 7.2.2. states, "If the inspection results were
satisfactory, and all work required by the disposition has been accomplished,
the inspector shall remove applicable reject tags from the material and for-
ward the N&D to the SQC Senior Engineer or his designee for closure."

Faragraph 9.1.1 of SQC 4.6 states, " Reject or Hold Tags shall be removed from
the item at the tire cf closure." Paragraph 16.4.7.4 of Schneider's Quality
Assurance Manual states, "When an N&D report is closed, it shall be recorded
in the Master Nonconferuity Log and the Hold Tag shall be destroyed." The
Schneider Quality Assurance Manual controls ASME, Section III activities.

:

[
>

l

>



.-
,

.

7

The review of hold and reject tags affixed on components found the following
deficiencies:

Hold Tag 7895 was closed by.N&D 7076. The hold had not been removed on--

February 12, 1985 when the inspector observed work progressing according
to Isometric Drawing 108107 on the tagged component in spite of the
hold tag's instruction, "Do 'not use this equipment."

~

Hold Tags 7895, 7896', 9291, A7362, 7254, A7347, H9288 were closed by N&D--

7076, 7950, 6925, 6635, 6515, and 7950. The tags had not been removed
as required by the applicable program described above. In one case, the
N&D was closed on May 24, 1982, and tag removal had not occurred.

Hold Tag B005 was closed by a Construction-Deficiency Report No. A0707.--

The hold tag had not been removed.

Reject Tag 13340 was closed by N&D 4183. The reject tag had not been--

removed.

Reject Tag .;717 was affixed to the component for identification of--

planned issuance of N&D 21003. However, N&D 21003 was not issued. The
reject tag was not removed.

The existence of hold and reject tags on components on which the nonconforming
conditions have been resolved and the observance of work being performed on
a component in spite of an existing hold tag demonstrate the ineffective pro-
gram to properly control nonconforming conditions. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XV states, " Measures shall be established to control materials,
parts, or components which do not conform to requirements in order to prevent
their inadvertent use or installation." Accordingly, the above examples
constitute a violation of Appendix B, Criterion XV (85-05-01).

5. Quality Assurance Concerning Electrical Panel Internal Wiring Separation

During a routine site inspection, the inspector noted mylar tags attached to
numerous electrical panels in the Service Building. The tags were titled,
"BVPS No. 2 Stone and Webster Engineering Corp. Electrical Separation Internal
Wiring Review." The tags were dated along with a signature of the person who
performed the review. The disposition on the tags for many of the safety re-
latcd panels stated, " Equipment Reviewed Rework Required."

The inspector then questioned Site Quality Control regarding this person's.
qualifications as an inspector in accordance with ANSI N45.2.6 and the use
of different type hold tags than described in the QA/QC program. The inspec-
tor also requested to see copies of the Nonconformance and Disposition
Report, as described in the QA/QC program. The inspector was informed
that QA had not performed these inspections and advised the inspector to
contact Stone and Webster Engineering.
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In a meeting with Stone and W?hster Engineering, they described the following
program for the review of the separation of panel internal electrical wiring:

Reviews are being made by Stone and Webster Engineering to determine-

compliance with Field Construction Procedure FCP 422.1. This procedure
had not been released, but'a hand marked copy, used to perform the re-
views, was given to the inspector. The procedure contained the elec-
trical separation criteria of Regulatory Guide 1.75.

The engineer then generates a form titled " Preliminary Electrical-

Separation Internal Wiring Review Checklist" and describes the condition
and proposed resolution-of conditions found. For example, the inspector
reviewed Equipment Number PNL*2 ALT-SHUTDN-1 checklist, which described
three " violations" in th'e Field Review Summary section and proposed re-
work instructions for these~ violations in the Method of Resolution sec-
tion.

- After approval 'ithin Stone and Webster Engineering, an " Engineering
Field Action Report" (EFAR) is released to perform the rework. In the
example described above, EFAR No. 5018 was released to perform the work.
Quality Control had held up approving the action and therefore, the work
has not actually been done.

Stone and Webster Engineering advised the inspector that Quality Control would
inspect the rework after the work was completed. Duquesne Light Engineering
Department has since stated that they intend that Quality Control perform a
100 percent inspection for compliance with Reg. Guide 1.75. However, this
is not specified in a procedure at this time.

The inspector concluded that the above rework program is being performed
"outside" of the approved Duquesne Light Quality Assurance (QA) Program al-
though the equipment being reviewed is included in the QA program, bcsed on
the following:

- Paragraph 14.4.1 of Duquesne Light Company's Quality Assurance Manual
states, "Duquesne Light company Quality Assurance Department, Site Qual-
ity Control Section, is responsible for the establishment and implemen-
tation of instructions and procedures indicating and identifying the in-
spection test...during the construction... phase." This requirement
clearly specifies that inspection and inspection procedures are the re-
sponsibilities of DLC QA. However, the procedure development and in-
spection were performed by other organizations without the knowledge of
the Site QC Section.

- Paragraph 14.3 of Duquesne Light Company's Quality Assurance Manual re-
quires that items which fail to meet the procedure shall be identified
and a " Reject" or " Hold" tag shall be affixed to the item to identify
its status. No hold or reject tagging system was used on these panels.

Duquesne Light Company's Quality Assurance Manual, Paragraph 16.1 states,-

"Duquesne Light Company has the overall responsibility for assuring that
conditions adverse to quality are promptly identified and corrected, and
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that for significant-conditions adverse to quality, the caus,e and cor-
'rective action shall be documented'and reported to the appropriate levels
of-management." There is no obvious means to identify these noncomplying

' items' for identification to proper levels of management, such as DLC
= management, nor any means to do trending on the nonconforming items or
evaluation for. determining reportability.under the requirements of 10'

"
.CFR 50.55(e).

'

The Quality Assurance Manual requires all inspection personnel performing-~

inspection to be qualified in accordance with ANSI N45.2.6. It was not
apparent that' any certification existed for the individual who identified
nonconforming conditions in the electrical panels.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I requires that the licensee establish and
implement a quality assurance program. Specifically, 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion I states the following:

"The applicant shall be responsible for the establishment and execution-

of the quality assurance program."

"The' authority and duties of persons and organizations performing [ qual--

ity-assurance functions] shall be clearly established and delineated in
writing."

Such persons and organizations "shall have sufficient authority and-

. organizational freedom to identify quality problems."

The establishment of these requirements is contained in Duquesne Light Com-
'.pany s Quality Assurance Program. Section 1 of the QA program states:

" Quality Assurance functions shall be performed by persons and organiza-
tions with clearly defined authority and responsibilities. The authority
and duties of persons and organizations performing quality assurance
functions shall be established and delineated in writing. Where multiple

: organizational arrangements exists, the duties of each organization shall
. be clearly established.

! Persons and organizations performing quality assurance functions shall
! have sufficient authority and organization freedom to identify quality

.

problems; to initiate, recommend;.or provide solutions through designated'

channels and.to verify implementation of solutions; and to control fur-
ther processing, delivery, insta11ation, or operation of a nonconforming
item, deficiency, or unsatisfactory condition until a proper disposition

'

has been made. >

The individual or group assigned the responsibility for checking, audit-
ing, inspecting, or otherwise verifying that' any' activity has been cor-#

rectly performed shall be independent of the individual or group directly
responsible for the performance of that' specific activity.

'

,
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Activities affecting quality shall be defined and documented in appli-
cable procedures, instructions, drawings, specifications, directive,
policies, and similar documents."

Section 1.1 of SQC-1.1 assigns these responsibilities to the Site Quality
Control Section by stating:

"The policy of the Duquesne Light Company is to assure that site con-
struction meets the quality requirements of codes, regulatory agencies,
drawings and specifications to provide a safe facility with high avail-
ability. A Site Quality Control section is established with the capa-
bilities to plan and provide the controls, inspections and test to assure
-that all work is completed in conformance with the policy stated above."

Contrary to this, inspection, disposition and rework was in progress for the
separation of internal wiring of electrical panels without implementing the
approved Quality Assurance Program. Personnel performing inspections were
not part of the QA function, were not certified to perform inspections, and
were not independent, i.e., separated from the organization directly respon-
sible for performing the specific activity.

Nonconforming conditions were found and dispositioned without following the
program requirements for tagging, trending and reporting.

~

This is a Violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I (85-05-02).

6. Separation of Electrical Panel Internal Wiring

FSAR Volume 1, Section 1.8 specifies the licensee's commitment to Regulatory
Guide 1.75, Revision 2. Further, Paragraph 8.3.1.4, of the FSAR, issued Oc-
tober 1983 (Amendment 3) states, " Wiring within control switchboards and in-
strumentation cabinets has been specified to meet the requirements of IEEE

,

Standard 384-1974." IEEE 384, Paragraph 5.6.2, Internal Separation, requires
a 6 inch minimum separation to be used unless barriers are installed.

The inspector understands'that this required separation applies to all panel
internal wiring, both vendor installed and field. installed. However, the
licensee's program for installing and inspecting the field connections within
the panels seems to apply only to separation between field installed wiring.

-Separation for both field installed wiring and vendor installed wiring to-
gether has apparently not been considered.

Paragraph 8.3.1.4.1(f)16, Amendment 9 of the FSAR, issued December 1984,
stipula ws 6 inch separation for exposed contacts and terminals, 1 inch for
wire bundles, and where device arrangement precludes the minimum separation
at exposed contacts or terminals, a barrier or enclosure is provided. NRR

is currently reviewing the acceptability of this revised commitment. While
this revised commitment could affect the acceptance criteria for separation,
the inspector notes that it does not affect the need to assure the required
separation for all wiring (both field and vendor wiring) as well as the re-
quired separation of wiring within the separate scopes of field and vendor
wiring.
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Although the commitment to meet separation criteria in electrical panels has
~

been in effect for some time,1 the inspector found that as of February 22,
1985, construction has not-implemented installation requirements for wiring
the panels to meet these criteria for the entire panel nor has Quality Control
performed any inspections to assure compliance in this area.

This item (85-05-05) is. unresolved pending. licensee action to resolve
this issue.

7. Cable Pull Tickets - Corrective Action on N&D 2350 and Manual Changes to
Computerized Tickets

Criterion XVI, Corrective Action, of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that de-
ficiencies and nonconfor.mances be promptly identified and corrected. In the
case of significant conditions adverse to quality, measures shall be taken
to ensure that the cause of the condition is determined and that corrective
action is taken to preclude repetition.

In October 1982, DLC Site Quality Control.(SQC) issued Nonconformance and
Disposition (N&D) Report No. 2350 titled " Conflicting Engineering Criteria
for Cable Installation." N&D 2350 listed a sample of nineteen (19) cables
whose cable pull tickets had different bend radius and pull tension criteria
than that listed in the Electrical Cable Schedule Information System Report
ED-0. Specifically, numerous examples existed where the bend radius was lower
(e.g., 3 inches compared to 9 inches) and the pull tension was higher (e.g.,
595 pounds compared to 335 pounds) than that listed in the EC-0 report. This
report, EC-0, is supposed to contain the current technical requirements for
cable pull tension and bend radius as recommended by the applicable cable
manufacturers and approved by Stone and Webster Engineering. These require-
ments are input by computer to cable pull tickets as cable pull tickets are
requested by construction. The 19 cables identified by SQC on N&D 2350 had
already been installed, and SQC could not determine :f the more conservative
values for pulling tension or bend radius as listed on the EC-0 report were
violated when the cables were installed. Moreover, N&D 2350 stated that the
19 cables listed were examples only and the entire scope of the condition was
unknown. The inspector concluded that such conditions should have alerted
the applicant to a potentially significant problem.

Approximately nine months later, in July 1983, Stone and Webster Engineering-

dispositioned N&D 2350 on an " Accept As Is" basis without fully evaluating
the total scope of the problem. Two weeks later, SQC requested Stone and
Webster Engineering to redisposition N&D 2350. Recently, the inspector was
concerned that Stone and Webster Engineering had not provided technical justi-
fication to support an " Accept As Is" disposition on N&D 2350, as required
by Section 5.1.4.3 of 2BVM-218, Handling Disposition of N&D's. Upon further
contact with Stone and Webster Engineering, the inspector was informed that
in January, 1984 Stone and Webster concluded that the 19 cables on N&D 2350
were satisfactory as installed. To reach this conclusion, Stone and Webster
had contacted the various cable manufacturers and in many cases, revised the

:
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bend radius and pull tension criteria. This revised information was incor-
porated into the EC-0 report so that new cables would be pulled to the correct
criteria. These actions certainly addressed the immediate problem for pulling
new cable. However, they did not address the condition of other cables al-
ready installed beyond the 19 cables that were listed as examples on N&D 2350.

As indicated previously, SQC in July 1982, requested Stone and Webster Engi-
neering to redisposition N&D 2350. It was only after this action by SQC that
Stone and Webster began to substantially address the condition of all installed
cabling. In September 1983, Stone and Webster initiated a cable pull study
for those cables installed under the original, less stringent requirements.
This study is not yet complete and N&D 2350 has yet to be dispositioned
satisfactorily.

Upon review of the above facts, the inspector was informed by Stone and Web-
ster that the main cause for the incorrect disposition of N&D 2350 was poor
communication between Engineering and SQC. Somehow, Engineering overlooked
addressing the issue on N&D 2350, which stated, "The cables listed are ex-
amples only. The entire scope of the condition is unknown." The inspector
viewed this performance by Stone and Webster as detrimental to quality, es-
pecially since almost 2-1/2 years had elapsed since N&D 2350 was first issued
and it still remains outstanding. The inspector concluded that prompt reso-
lution of this issue should have been imperative due to its potential to im-
pact significant quantities of cabling already installed. Accordingly, this
is a violation of Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (85-05-03).

'An associated item developed in the investigation of cable pull tickets con-
cerning manual field changes to computerized cable pull ticket,. As these
changes were made to pull tension values on the tickets, it was not clear that
proper engineering authorization was being received for these changes. Such
field changes of design requirements must be performed in a controlled manner
as required by ANSI N45.2.11, Paragraph 7.1. The inspector had reviewed ap-
proximately 20 cable pull tickets which contain the initials of six (6) dif-
ferent individuals where pull tickets technical information had been manually
inserted or changed. Preliminary information from Stone and Webster indicates
that five (5) of these individuals were qualified to make the changes. This
item will be followed in future inspections to ensure that the ticket office
operations are under control including proper procedures for obtaining signa-

| tures for manual field changes to computerized tickets. This item is unre-
| solved pending furtt.er inspections by the inspector (85-05-04).

8. Piping Welding Activities

To ascertain compliance in the area of welding, preheating, postweld heat
treatment and repairs of welds, the inspector performed visual inspections
and record reviews of welding in progress. The review included comparison
uf piping fabrication requirements being applied against those contained in
applicable onsite specifications and ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code
Section III and IX. The following activities were reviewed:

i

|
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Weld Fit-Up: The inspector audited the activities for welds, Numbers--

2-SIS-047-F07 and 2-FWE-105-F501, which were fit-up and being inspected
for compliance by the Site Quality Control Department. The inspector
verified the fit up gap tolerance was within acceptable limits. In ad-
dition, the inspector verified the proper weld procedure was applied,
the weld procedure and welder were properly qualified for tack welding,

-proper preheat was applied, records indicating hold points and fabrica-
tion status were available, and Quality Control Inspectors were ade-
quately trained and qualified.

-- Welding In Progress: The inspector reviewed the welding activities on
weld 2-FWE-112-F09 for compliance with applicable requirements. The ~!d
selected was a P-1 (carbon steel) to P-8 (stainless steel) material.
The inspector performed visual inspection of the weld, interviewed the
welder, verified the weld was shown on the isometric drawing, verified
the weld technique sheet (SPBV-401B, Rev. 2) was available at the work
station, verified the electrodes were of the material and sizes specified
on the weld procedure, and verified the welder was qualified in the weld
positions being used. -

Repairs and Preheat Requirements: The inspector selected weld 2-MSS-039---

F700 for inspection to verify compliance with applicable specifications
and codes when repairs and preheat were required. The weld selected was
being repaired to restore the end prep on the steam generator main steam
outlet nozzle. The end prep was damaged when the nozzle cover was re-
moved.

The inspector verified the repair (nonconfarmance) was properly identi-
fied on a Nonconformance and Disposition Report (N&D 5033 and 5033A),
weld procedure was properly qualified for thickness involved, nonde-
structive examinations were correctly specified for the repaired area,
and the weld date sheet and checklist were available at the work station.
The inspector verified the preheat was being applied in accordance with
the recommended requirements of ASME, Section III and preheat was applied
to the weld procedure when qualified.

Postweld Heat Treatment (PWHT)--

The inspector performed reviews of selected welds to ascertain compliance
with ASME Section III code requirements for PWHT of welds and material.
The inspector audited the steam generator to piping welds to determine
if the more restrictive PWHT rules were being applied. The piping mate-
rial is P-1 material and only requires PWHT on material with thickness
greater than 1-1/2 inches. The steam generator nozzles are P-3 material
and require PWHT when the material thickness exceeds 3/4 inch. However,
when P-1 and P-3 materials are welded to each other, the more restrictive
rules apply.

The inspector reviewed the isometric drawings for the steam generator
(P-3) to the main steam and feedwater line connections (P-1) to verify,

| proper PWHT rules were applied. '

-
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Isometric drawing 100213, Rev. 3c (main steam to steam generator nozzle),
and 101706, Rev. 4b (feedwater line to steam generator), properly re-'

flected the PWHT requirements. Isometric drawing 101704, Rev. Sb (feed-
water line to steam generator) stated PWHT was not required for this
weld. The inspector then performed inspection of the weld data sheet
for this weld (2-FWS-017-F07) and found the weld data sheet did require
PWHT at 1125 F. The inspector concluded that the error was an isolated
personnel error and that it had no technical significance as the weld
data sheet controls the field welding process. In addition, the weld
technique sheet, SPBV 455, was qualified using PWHT for the P-1 to P-3
material. The inspector pointed this oversight out to Stone and Webster
Engineering. On February 14, 1985, Construction Revision Notice Number
101704-3, Issue 1, was issued which now correctly requires PWHT of weld
2-FWS-017-F07.

The reviews in the welding area including fit-up, welding in progress, re-
pairs, preheat and post weld heat treatment were found acceptable.

9. Control of "Not Issued" Nonconformance and Disposition Reports

The inspector reviewed the licensee's controls for Nonconformance and Dispo-
sition Reports generated by Quality Control which are not issued.

The controls are specified in Quality Control Procedure SQC-4.4 which
specifies:

If the reported condition of an N&D does not constitute a nonconformance,
based on the review of the Senior SQC Engineer or the SPC Site QA Man-
ager, in the case of an ASME III N&D, the following action will be taken:

"NOT ISSUED" will be written on the report.

The reasons that the reported conditions do not constitute a nonconfor-
mance shall be written on the report.

The statement, "The reasons this N&D was not issued have been explained
to my satisfaction," or similar, shall also be written on the report,
and the initiator of the report shall sign the statement when satisfied.

The original report shall be forwarded to SQC Document Control for re-
tention, with copies to the initiator and the SPC QA Manager. No other
distribution will be made.

To verify compliance, the inspector audited several "Not Issued" N&Ds. The
inspector found adequate descriptions were documented on each N&D to describe
the reason the N&D's were not issued. The dispositions were signed and dated.

.
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The inspector found several N&Ds which failed to include the statement "The
reasons this N&D was issued have been explained to my satisfaction" along with
the signature of the initiator who originated the N&D.

Upon further review, the inspector found there were valid basis for not in-
cluding this statement. For example, N&D 18,296 was not signed by the initi-
ator because he had terminated his employment onsite before the decision was
made to not issue the N&D. Another example was N&D 18,224 which was not
signed by the inspector. It was determined that instead of issuing an N&D,
a Construction Deficiency Report would better serve the purpose. The CDR
was initiated by the initiator of the original N&D.

The inspector reviewed several "not issued" N&Ds and, in all cases, found a
valid reason existed for not issuing it.

To resolve the issue regarding the requirement for the initiator to sign the
N&D, the licensee revised SQC 4.4, "Nonconformance and Disposition Reports,"
to state the following:

The initiator of the report, or his supervisor if he is no longer avail-
able, shall be informed of this decision and shall sign the report to
acknowledge that he was so informed and that the Hold / Reject Tags have
been removed. This signature is simply an acknowledgement that the
initiator was informed that the N&D was not issued. If the initiator
disagrees with the decision, he should arrange to discuss the matter with
an Assistant Director or Director, QC. This acknowledgement will not
be required if the condition details are incorporated into another- N3D
or reported on a CI'R or CWR. However, the Hold / Reject Tags shall be
changed to indicate that a different report was issued.

Based on this review, the inspector had no further questions on this matter
at this time. This item is acceptable.

10. Installation of Electrical Pull Boxes

The inspector performed inspection of a safety related electrical pull box
identified as PB 982 to ascertain compliance with the installation drawings.
The item selected is in the Safeguards Building and shown on Sargent Electric
Drawing SECO 1-520-C3. Associated drawings are SECO-5-D-90-8, Sheets I
through 8. The inspector performed visual inspections, using measuring de-
vices, to verify the pull box was installed in accordance with the drawings.
The following items were verified:

Correct size, number and location of Hilti bolts were used.--

Doubler plates were installed to increase support stiffness.--

Correct material was used.--
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Correct conduit and identification for cable to be run to the pull box--

were apparent.

Pull box size and location were as specified on the drawings.--

Quality Control Inspection Reports were available.--

The inspector found all areas reviewed acceptable. No violations were iden-
tified.

11. Exit Interview

A meeting was held with the licensee's representatives indicated in Paragraph
1 on March 1, 1985, to discuss the inspection scope and findings.
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