P. 0. Box B, Killona, La. 70066

April 6, 1984

W3K84~-0755
Q3-A35.01

Mr. Paul Keshishian .

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

East - West Towers - South Building

4350 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20014

Dear Mr. Keshishian:

Enclosed are the following copies of items which you have requested:
1) Information Request Log with some CIRR's attached.
2) Miscellaneous requested information.

Should the need for further information arise, please do nct hesitate to call.

Yours very truly,

7
77, fon. TFoEeues

T. ¥. Gerrets
Corporate Quality Assurance Mgr.

TFG/PRS/gc

cc: Central Records

850209
PDR “Fgra e 840807
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EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED

To: Ron Bennett - LP&L QA Censtruction Supervisor

s WM
From: T. H. MacDonald - Lead Q.A. Surv. Engr.

Subject: Engineering Evaluation Results on Caulking and

Penetration Sealant Compounds in use at
Waterford III

Attached herewith are copies of engineering evaluations concerning the acceptability

for use on stainless steel of chemical compounds which make-up the vapor sealant

caulking and penetration sealants. All of the known compounds in use at Waterford

III by AIS Joint Venture (W3-NY-20) and B&B Insuiators (W3-NY-27) were evaluated

and deemed acceptable.

If we can be of further assistance or if additional information is required, do not

hesitate to contact this office.
THM: cmg

ce: Q.S.E. File
L. Bass
S. Horton

Surveillance File




EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED

To: Stan Cockrell - Materials Application Engineer

- “-h\tq.bisu\.cA

From: T. H. MacDonald - Lead Q.A. Surv. Engr.
Subject: Evaluation of Chemical Compounds in use

by B&B Insulators

Please provide an engineering evaluation for the acceptability for applications

- ¢
on stainless steel on the tollowing chemical compounds:

Radflex 1C - SWL Lab No. 199 %'7>
Radflex 2C - SWL Lab No. 200 7')/y
Ldse 1L - SWL Lab No. 205 11}/y
Ldse 2L - SWL Lab No. 206 /a3

The chemical analysis for the above iisted compounds is attached.
THM: cmg

ce: Q.S.E. File
—
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MATERIALS APPLICATIONS RESPONSE: 0. 0.

Materials Applications considers Silastic 732 silicone._rubber sealant to be
acceptable for use with austenitic stainless steel. Data provided by the
unuhctunr‘indicatu a total halide content of only 20 ppm. Leachable
halides must be even lower. The material therefore meets the criteria

established for permissible level of contaminants given in Regulatory Guides 1.37
and 1.38. :

: . MGl
. H"fi’n.‘ab' —lﬁo/.(atm! l?,:f
5»3\-«.«'-\«3 Qosgomse e : 3fn)sy
Susve\\ance Q‘-Qe(*
W3-NY-27/8sS-2
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ATTACHEMENT 4

Accept as is. The Ebasco specification requires conform.nce wit
Regulatory Guide 1.36, which references ASTM C692, a tnst to
determine susceptibility to stress corrosion cracking of thermal
insulation materials. The vendor, H B Fuller, tested Elastolar
Sealant Type 95-44C in accordance with MIL-I-24244, rather than
ASTM C692. MIL-I-24244 is a more severe test as testing is
performed on sensitized stainless stecl samples rather than
annealed materia’ as specified by ASTM C692. Therefore, the test
results appear suspact as testing was not in conformance with

Reg Guide 1.36. Elastolar Sealant 95-44C is a butyl rubber
formulation used ¢s a Qapor barrier in order to preclude the
intrusion of moisture into the insulation. The elements referenced
in Reg Guicde 1.36 can therefore not leach out. The contaminants
in the sealant, even if leachable, would fall outside the range of
chemical coumpositions described in Reg Guide 1.36. Accordingly,
it appears inappropriate to apply Reg Guide requirements, intended
primarily for thermal insulation, to a butyl rubber sealant. The
low levels of chloride and fluoride present in Elastolar Sealant

- -

95-44C would meet the criteria erzablished for permissible level

of contaminants given in Regulatory Guides 1.37 and 1.38.




EBASCO SERVICES INCORPORATED
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No response is required.

Q.A.I.-28~1 form (10-31-83)



£2 18CO SERVICES IRCORFORATED

Lo —-——-ﬂ-——-—’.‘ LAd SATE BAEEAE el N SHEET S ap s

CEPT.
CHKD. BY OATE e oFs NO. ~NO.
cuenr lepvimiane  Powwse, amo LiaeT

* o
smosecr njarerecen DES VDT »
=
weser _VeTEviaL Toewiny. Rgvuny ciz3
e T oo m )

e

- - - -
2PV | =aE ) A’ «F A
’ '
TYSE s BT A e =T AN &P';,KI\Y\chl

|\/ Cagig Ao MBS
LeSIA-SB B2ETBR-R

Wit =B canies (BE99A-SH,

E7e ) . RIcommeEnt THAT CABE 3Icowm TR Be

e RETRAINED / REBONMBLED (MAY ALED RECCIRE ATDITIOM

CF %[\?-:'L\&S\ CR2 manE ESLE s E LScrancihiy ALK
ACLEETAR Ty OF ‘;M%:-‘ SR Fa Lo
) Came ATz -Ne (2 Jo ®m q) 1w BUNBLEL W™

CALLES BLRILEASDS AnD 34TLe-TH - VAT NG W

Ve e

SR TLATEN ROL IR OeTE, |, REcshundut THAT GZOTi6 - NE

PE RETRAMST/ REBLNTLECD TU maaNTAW % ERETLATIEN

2- AR- bc_-ﬁ_UlAB +2\  ~7' E e j1OA as sae ) .

——— -

Mmm&m&nﬂmmmcu\m_‘s- AQ.-_DS- et

FROWM_THE REARD) CONTAINS THE ONLY _SEPERATION .

VIOLATIENS _FOUNMD. 1IN THE PANEL. EPERATION. \S NOT . _
MAINTAINED BeTWEEN SADR circuiTS _ANMD ClRENTS INM |

. ——— .

('\

T 4 oF bm&mas) T MAINTAIN

o ERC. OF THE _NON-SAFETY CHANNELS' NA NB_AND NAB.
THE NUMBER OF VISLATIONS, ARE TOO NUMERDSS TO. :
To2C rAREND THAT TWE CARLES N

ATETIEY N _DETAL,
1IN THE  LEFT combATME ' BE RETEANTD / REBUND ED

(MAN ALET REQUIRE ATD
o &P SRATITN .

i /\/OTE ! T ME SEPERATICN VIDLATICTNS LSTED ABOVE REPRE SEWT
oMLY THE ACCESSIBLE . VICLATIENS, W/ TH &AtH OF THE
PANELS ENERGIZED, WE WERE UNABLE T ExAMINE THE
ENTIRE PAMEL, WE RECSHMMOSD THAT wWHEM EACH  PANEL 1S
DE- ENEREVEED TO CoRRECT THE IDLATIONS LsTeED ABOVE , THE

e = = SR AN S T ST BT T AT - =
=

ENTIIE  DAN

L AR B

SeperATIEn CRATONA ARE ™



CIR. DUE DATE: RESPONSE

NO. FROM: SUBJECT: FORWARDED TO;: TIME: RECVD: KEMARKS:
3/212 201 MM, FCR's Requested .9, 3/13-2PM M. M.
3/12 202 :._K. B-P Catalog Items P.P. (McGrath) 3/13-2PM M.M,
3/12 203 MM, Misc, (Chan) 10 ?.r. 3/13-5PM All but it-.l
3/13 204 F.D, NCR's, 7604, 7294, 9292, 7293 .y, 3/13-2PM

FCR-AS-3768

3/13 205 R.S. Reg. HX-CIWA M. Wise L. Stinson 3/13-2PM Letter NCR 7654
3/13 206 R.S. CBI Welder Records PP, 3/13-5PM R.S.
3/13 207 G.K. NCR W3-7285 2.7, 3/13-2AM G.K,
3/13 208 R.J. Raceway Inspection Checklists L. Lubinski 3/13-5M Ready for review 3/13%
3/13 209 D.G. Request for Craft - Civil Torquing M. Quinn 3/12-12 noon D.G.
3/13 210 M.M. CEIR-M33E R. Rein/McGrath 3/13-5PM
3/13 211 RGP Doc Pkgs. for Cabinet 27A & 37A L. Lubinski 3/14-12 noon
3/13 212 M. M, 1S0's for CHRR-30 & 148 P. Pitman 3/14-12 noon
3/13 213 MM, 108's for BMRR-104 & FSRR-119 M. McCrath 3/14-2PM

Status of U-Bolt (CHRR-246)

3/14 214 M.M. STRR 312/280 = 3/8 U-Bolts M. McGrath 3/14-5PM Same BP No.
SIRR 281 = 1/2 U-Bolts
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CIR, RESPONSE: RESPONSE
NO. FROM: SUBJECT: FORWARDED TO: KECVD: FRWDED: REMARKS:
2/15 30 R.J. SWCR /MCC M.W. KR.J.
2/15 31 R.J. Lust']l dwgs. (Batt. Rack) M.W./P.P. R.J.
2/15 32 B.T. Chart Speed - PHWT Rec, L.R. B.T. 0K
2/15 33 MM, STRR-946 R. Rein M.M. 0K
2/15 34 M.M, SISH-725 K. Rein M.M. 0K
2/15 35 M.M. SIRR-833 K. Rein M.M,
2/15 36 MM, Line 3516-47A/8B R. Rein M.M,
215 3 B.T. SIRR-199 V.J. Chandler
2/15 38 M.M. MSRR-245 R. Rein B.T. 0K
2/15 39 G.K. Tray PLOSBNA M, Walsh R. 2.
2/15 &0 M.Q. Insulation Removed-Weld Inspcction B. Walters M.Q.
2/15 41 R.J. Conduits wrapped with fire stop MW, R.J. OK
2/15 42 R.J. Bend Radius M.W. R.J.
2/15 43 R.J. Unidentified Cables MW, R.J.
2/15 &4 R.J. Grout /Insp. Record M.Walsh R.J. Bolted, not grouted,
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01/31/84

LOUTSIANA R & LIGHT CONPANY
3 NA$2§§ORD 3 SES

ITEM - Joe DAvIS LETTER - DECEMBER 9, 1982 - RECOMMENDS
: COMPRCHENSIVE REVIEW OF CIVIL/STRUCTURAL DOCUMENTATION

AESPONSE - JoE Davis FoLLow-Up LETTER - DECEMBER 22, 1983
“IN SUMMARY, MY REVIEWS OF NONCONFORMANCE RCPORTS
AHD RELATED CORRESPONDENCE {NDICATES THAT 1 TEMS
ADDRESSED IN MEMORANDUM DATED DECEMBER 9, 1982
HAVE BEEN ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED AND/OR ARE BEING
CORRECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH EBA3ZCN"S PROGRAM,



ITEM -

EZSPONSE

TF?
01/31/84

LOUlS!ANagg ggg &IgEE,COMRANY

JuLy 7, 1983 MEETING - RECOMMENDS ALL CONCRETE PLACEMENT
:25:222: BE REVIEWED., .ALSO RECOMMENDS REVIEW OF SOILS

CONCRETE

JuLy 11, 1983 - LP&L MEETS WITH EBAaCO - Dscxsxou nane
T0 REVIEW ALL CONCRETE PLACEMENT RECORDS 4

ggg?g;. 1983 - REVIEW OF CONCRETE PLACEMENT PACKAGES

REVIEW 1S 95% COMPLETE AT THIS TIME
NCR’'S HAVE BEEN WRITTEN .

BACKFILL falet

RACKFILL RECORDS HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED BY
Esasco QA

- RECORLS WERE REVIEWED TO:
1. ASSURE COMPLETENESS OF RECORDS
2, VERIFY EXISTENCE OF REQUIRED RECORDS
3. VERIFY RECORDS PROPERLY ORGANIZED BY:

A. ELEVATION
B. FiLL No. (7 FiILLS)

4, AFPROXIMATELY S0% SAMPLE REVICWCD FOR TECHNICAL
ADEQUACY

A. DENSITY TESTS

R, PARTICLE S1ZE ANALYSIS

C. PROCTOR TEsTS (Maximum NENSITY DETERMI-
NATION)

DUAL INSPECTION EFFORT BY J,A, JOKES AND FBASCO
X0 NCR’'3 WERE IDENTIFIED

LPel QA .
LPzL QA CURRENTLY R=v15wst CCNCRETE AND BACKFILL




TFG
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER IGHT COMPANY
ATERFORS 5 g

1TEX - HARSTEAD WAS NOT AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES = MIGHT HAVE ARRIVED
AT DIFFERENT CONCLUSION.

RESPONSE

HARSTEAD WAS GIVEN COPIES OF SCDS RELATED TO THE MAT
- [ILES WERE AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW BY HARSTEAD

-~ HARSTEAD SUBSEQUENTLY HAS REVIEWED ALL BASEMAT PLACEMENTS
AND RELATED DOCUMENTATION

- JANUARY 9, 1984 IARSTEAD REPORT - FEARLIER CONCLUSIONS
REMAIN UNCHANGED,



01758184

LOUISIANA POWER &
- WATEREOR

LIGHT COMPANY
D 3 SES

H
E

JTEM - DEFICIENCIES NOT REPORTED T0 NRC

RESPONSE - DEFICIENCIES WERE IDENTIFIED ON NCR's

- NCR’S WERE REVIEWED FOR REPCRTABILITY IN ACCORDANCE
WITH APPROVED WRITTEN PROCEDURES

- LP&L CONSTRUCTION OA REVIEWS NCR’S

- THOSE THAT APPEAR TO BE SIGNIFICANT ARE GIVEN
ADDITIONAL ATTENTION

i LPeL RECENTLY CONDUCTED AUDIT OF APPROXIMATELY 1100
NCR's (1976 - 1G84)

- AUDIT IDENTIFIED A FEW NCR’S THAT NEED FURTHER
REVIEW



LOUISIMQA?QKE% Rg I}.Iglaﬂs' COMPANY'

ITEM - INsPEcToRs NOT CERTIFIED (J.A; JONES)

o

RESPONSE "~ Review oF NCRs AND INSPECTOR QUALIFICATION FILES |
}kg;gé;ggsno SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS WITH CERTIFICATION OF



il
A

TFG
01/31/84

LOUISTANA PJWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WAERFORD 3 SES
ITEM - NOTICEABLY DIFFERENT SIGNATURES ON INSPECTION/TEST REPORTS
RESPONSE - CASE ONE INVOLVES 5 INSPECTOR’S. INITIALS AND 13 PAGES -

OF DAILY CADWELD INSPECTION REPORTS
- CASE ONE DISPOSITION:
RESULTS - 4 PAGES SIGNATURES/INITIALS ARE AUTHENTIC

- 4 PAGES SIGNATURES/INITLALS ARE POSSIBLY
AUTHENTIC .

- 5 PAGES SIGNATURES/INITIALS APPARENTLY
NOT THOSE OF THE INSPECTORS

- REGENERATED DOCUMENT DUE TO DAMAGE
TO ORIGINAL

- sPECTORS WORKED AS TEAM
- 'S INSPECTED
= . £ RECORDED

- BACKUP DOCUMENTATION 1S AVAILABLE

- WHERE QUESTIONABLE INITIALS EXIST,
AUTHENTIC SIGNATURE OF INVOLVED
INSPECTOR APPEARS ON CADWELD MAP,

- SURVEILLANCE INSPECTIONS BY EBASCO

= J.A. JONES PREPLACEMENT INSPECTION

- [EBASCO PREPLACEMENT INSPECTION




- TFG
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
NATERFORD 3 SES -

ITEM - SYSTEMATIC PROGRAM TO “DocToR” QR “LAUNDER” QA RECORDS

RESPONSE - ReCORDS ARE BEING Rsvxswsn AND CORRECTED IN ACCORDANCE -
WITH APPROVED PROCEDURES.

- NCR’S ARE WRITTEN TO DOCUMENT DEFICIENCIES



W\

TFG
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEM - RECORDS WERE CHANGED HITHOUT REINSPECTION. DRAWINGS WERE
CHANGED TO REFLECT “As Is” INSTALLATION,

poT

RESPONSE - AALLNDOCUMENTATION DEF!CIENCIFS BEE==0T REQUIRE REINSPEC-
TI0

- SOME DOCUMENTATION DEFICIENCIES D@ REQUIRE REINSPECTION
- “As [S* COMMONLY CALLED AN “AS-BUILT"

- AS-BUILTS ARE REVIEWED BY ENGINEER!NG PERSONNEL FOR
ACCEPTABILITY



TFG
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER . LIGHT COMPANY
-- WATERFORD 3 SES :

ITEM - INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS FOR S1X CONTRACTORS IN QUESTION
MERCURY & T-B IDENTIFIED.

PFSPONSE - MERCURY - HAS-BEEN AUDITED BY LP2L AND NRC SEVERAL
TIMES, NO SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED

- IN THE PROCESS OF OBTAINING RECORDS FROM
MERCURY

- COMPLICATED BY LAWSUIT
-~ T-B = NO KNCWN PROBLEMS
LFal QA
- AUDITING OTHER CONTRACTOR’S INSPECTOR QUALIFICATIONS
- NO SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED
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TFG
01/31/84

. - - W e b e fow

LOUISTANA PCWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEM - SERIOUS PROBLEMS !N WELDING AND. BOLTING OF STRUCTURAL STEEL

RESPONSE - RcPorRTED 7O NRC ON TWO OCCASIONS .

- SCD #73 (u- 11 g3), "A- B RCB STRUCTURAL STEEL NELDING
DEFICIENCIES”

= SCD #78 (4-28-83), "A-B STRUCTURAL STEEL
CEFICIENCIES”

- CORRECTIVE ACTION
= FINAL REPORT T0 NRC scHEDULED FOR MaRcH 9, 1984
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LOUISIANA POWER &.LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

- NONCONFORMANCE REPORTS CLOSED WITHOUT SUBSTANTIATING
EVIDENCE

LPEL ConNsSTRUCTION QA REVIEWS NCR’S ON A REGULAR BASIS

EBASCO CONDUCTING AUDIT TO RECHECK NCR'S FOR PROPER
CLOSURE.

LPel QA IS MONITORING EBASCO’S AUDIT
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LOUISIANA POWER ‘& LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEM - INITIMIDATION OF QA/QC PERSONNEL

RESPONSE NOT TOLERATED ‘ -
- CONSTRUCTION PERSON FIRED.IN ONE CASE

~ NO EVIDENCE OF INTIMIDATION FROM THE RECENT INTERVIEWS
CF ALL ONSITE QA/QC PERSCNREL
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LOUISTANA POWER & L
WATERFCORD 3

[GHT COMPANY
SES

- ESTABLISHED HOTLINE - POSTZRS THROUGHOUT SITE -

- INSERTS IN ALL SITE PAYROLL CHECKS
- No cALLS AS OF THIS DATE

- ConDUCTED INTERVIEWS OF OVER 400 QC/QA PERSONNEL

- RESULTS :
- = {83%) IDENTIFIED NO CONCERNS
- {(57%) IDENTIFIED MINOR CONCECRAS

- (137) IDENTIFIED CONCERNS WHICH WILL
TAKE SOME INVESTIGATION TO ADDRESS.

- (7%) CHOSE TO REMAIN ANONYMOUS
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LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEM - NONCONFORMING CONDITIONS IN MERCURY. T-B, F&M HANGERS

RESPONSE = TOMPKINS-BECKWITH

- SCD #60, (7-1-82) ”TURNovER DOCUMENTATION &
INADEQUATE HANGER WeLDS”

~ FINAL REPORT TO NRC SCHEDULED FOR MARCH 16, 1684,
- HANGERS ONLY:

- PIPING ACCEPTABLE



ITEM -

RESPONSE

TF6
01/21/84 .

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

MATERIAL TRACEASILITY PROBLEMS

HAVE HAD SOME _TRACEABILITY PROBLEMS ¥
THESE PROBLEMS HAVE BEEN DOCUMENTED ON NCR'S

FOR ASME CODE ITEMS, THME DISPOSITION MUST BE ACCEPTED
BY AN ASME THIRD PARTY INSPECTOR (ANI)
.Nt'n- g-un'eo

ALLAMATERIAL ON THE JOB IS CERTIFIED MATERIAL

“IF MATERIAL 1S DEFECTIVE, IT IS REMOVED

-
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e we— -

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEM =~ AT THE OUTSET LP2L WAS SINCERE, LATER quN PROBLEMS WERE
FOUND THEY WANTED TO IGNORE THEM.

RESPCRSE - - NOT TRUE - [F ANYTHiING, LPelL QA HAS GOTTEN TOUGHER AS
TIME hAS GONE ON,



TFG
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3 SES

ITEX = MerCcurRy - SCD #57 PROBLEMS

RESPONSE . - TUBING

1, As-BUILT DRAWING DlD NOT REFLECT THE INSTALLED
FIELD CONDITIONS,

2. INSTALLED CONDITIONS WERE NOT PER THE SPECIFI-
CATION REQUIREMENTS & NOT IDENTIFIED:

A. IMPROPER SLOPE

B, BoOuND-yP TUBING RUNS WHICH WOULD NOT ALLOW
PROPER THERMAL EXPANSION

C. DAMAGED TUBING = KINKS, SCRATCKES, ARC
STRIKES, y

- SUPPORTS

1, AS-BUILT SUPPORT TYPES OW DRAWINGS, DOCUMENTATION,
& IN THE FIELD DID NOT MATCH.

2, WRONG SUPPORT USED IN INSTALLATION.

3., SuPPORTS - BOLTING & EXPNNSION ANCHOR INSTAL-
. LATIONS.

- CORRECTIVE ACTION
FINAL REPORT TO HRC scHeduLEp 02/15/8%.




TFG :
01/31/84

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD 3

ITEM - TOMPKINS - BECKWITH -~ SCD #60 PROBLEMS

RESPONSE - HANGER DOCUMENTATION

1., AS-BUILT HANGER DRAWINGS (RED-LINED) DID NOT
IDENTIFY ALL WELD SYMBOLS.ON THE DRAWING.

2, VYELD INSPECTION RECORDS WERE [NCOMPLFTE.

.

3, WELD INSPECTION SIGNATURES WERE OUT OF DATE
SEQUENCE., (FIT-UPS SIGNED OFF AFTER FINAL VISUAL
WAS PERFORMED)

- HANGER WALXDOWN

1., AS-ByUILT HANGER DRAwINGs (RED- LINED) Diu NOT MATCH
FIELD INSTALLATION

A) WELDS DID NOT MEET AWS D1.1 REQUIREMENTS
1) coLDp LaAP
2) UNDERCUT
3) UNDERSIZE
4) SPATTER
B) MisSING WELDS
.- C) ORIENTATION OF HANGER 20° DIFFERENT THAN
: As-BUILT
- CORRECTIVE ACTION

FiNAL REPORT TO NRC SCHEDULED 03/16/84,




TFG
01/31/84

-

LOUISTANA PgﬁERRg LIG ET COMPANY

ITEM - FALSIFIED RECORDS

RESPONSE - THC ONLY DOCUMENTED CASE OF Pocslsts FALSIFIED RECORDS .
" WAS IDEMTIFIED ON AN EBAasco NCR.

HeEAT NUMBER (MERCURY)



% UNITED STATES
c P NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
7 ‘km:v'_ } WASHINGTON. D C. 20555

TR MAY 1 7 1982

FOR INFORMATION ORLY

Mr. B. E. Tenzer, Director

Materials Engineering and
Quality Assurance

Ebasco Services, Inc.

Two Rector Street

New York, NY 10006

Ueal’ M, Teuer:

SUBJECT: ACCEPTANCE OF REVISION 11 TO EBASCO QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
TOPICAL REPORT

We have reviewed and evaluated Revision i1 to the Ebasco Topical Report,
ETR-1001, submitted with your letter of iebruary 22, 1982 and as modified
in your letter of May 3, 1982. Revision 11 reflects quality assurance pre-
gram and editorial changes.

We find that this report describes a quality assurance program that meets
the criteria in Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 and is therefore acceptable.
You may implement it upon issuance. For the Ebasco quality assurance pro-
gram, you need only reference this topical report in Chapter 17 of license
applications. We do not intend to repeat our review of this topical report
when it is referenced in an application.

Should regulatory criteria or regulations change such that our conclusions
about this topical report are invalidated, we will notify you. You will be
given the opportunity to revise and resubmit it should you so desire. Pro-
grammatic changes by Ebasco to this topical report are to be submitted to
NRC for review prior to implementation. Organizational changes are to be
submitted no later than 30 days after announcement.

Please include a copy of this letter in the report, renumber the report
ETR-1001, Rev. 1lA, and transmit 40 copies to the NRC. In your transmit- ,
tal letter, please indicate to which plants Revision 112 will be applicable.

Should you have any questions regarding our review or if we can provide
assistance, please contact Mr. John Gilray on (301) 452-4730C.

Sincerely,

4 A, P

alter P. Haass, Chief
Quality Assurance Branch
Division of Engineering



Docket No.:

MEMORANDUM FOR:

--%E;» Er .
 UNITED STATES I e
"NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C 20555

&3,
-

- &
e,

REISSUED 3/22/84
WITH ATTACHMENT

MAR 21 1384

50-382

A
George Y. Knighton, Chief

Licensing Branch Wo. 3

Division of Licensing

FROM: James H. Wilson, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3 i
Division of Licensing
SUBJECT: LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY MEETING
DATE & TIME: Monday, March 26, 1984
9:00 am - 12:00 noon
LOCATION: Suite 1200
Landow Building
Bethesda, Maryland
PURPOSE : LP&L Presentation of their basis for adequacy of
construction of basemat
PARTICIPANTS: NRC Staff APPLICANT Staff
D. Crutchfield R. Leddick
T. Novak K. Cook
G. Knighton W. Cross
J. Wilson
L. Lazo
J. Knight EBASCO
J. Ma
R. Pichumani W. Wittich
S. Turk
G. Lear
‘1 M. Peranich ¥
o
James H. Wilson, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing
cc: See next page
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Mr. R, S. Leddick

Vice President - Nuclear Operations
Louisizra Power & Linht Companv

147 Celaronde Street

Yew Orleans, Louisiare 70174

Y. Malcolm Stevenson, Esa.
Monroe & Leman

1432 Whitney Building

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

Mr, E. Blake

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, NW

Vashington, DC 20036

Mr. Garv L. Groesch
2257 Bayou Road
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119

Mr. F. J. Drummond

Proiect Manager - Nuclear
Louisiana Power and Light Company
142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Mr. D. B. Lester

Production Engineer

Louisiana Power & Light Company
14?2 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Luke Fontana, Esq.
824 Esplanade Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 701)¢

Stephen M. Irving, Esa.
535 North 6th Street
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70802

Resident Inspector/Waterford NPS
P. 0. Box 822
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Dr. D. C. Gibhs

Middle South Services, Inc.
P. 0. Box 61000

New Orleans, Louisiana 70161

Waterferd 3

Regional Administrator - Reoion IV
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive

Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 76012



CUESTIONS ON WATERFNRD 3 BASEMAT
T T AJ26 MEETING IV BFTHESDA

A1lecations recentlyv reported in a GAMRIT newspaper article and in staff
investigations concerning the GAMBIT article have lead to the assiorment

of additional reviewers to evaluate the base mat acdequacy. This transmittal
is a composite set of Questions from the reviewers, and is intended to
faciliate LP&L's preparation for the meetina on March 26, 1984 in Bethesda.

How many nonconformance reports were issued on the basemat? How many
relate to poor concrete placement practices? What were corrective
actions taken? Provide justification to substantiate vour position
that these practives could not have lead to the development of cracks
or localized porous zones which mav be the cause of water intrusion.

2 Where was water table wher 1977 cracks were discovered?

3 Is there any evidence of convex curvature due to ring wall loading?

4, Provide X-Section maps of mat flexure over time period zero to present,
5

. Provide complete documentation o€ groundwater contrn! and foundation
heave from the start of dewatering until the present (ime. Include the
historv of soil excavation and backfill beneath the mat.

€. Provide the “oundation loading history under each block during construction
nf the mat and walls. This should include the distribution of pressure
under each hlock. Include the location and history of loads due to
backfilling adjacent to foundation blocks.

7. Provide complete settlement history for each block from initial pourina
until the present time.

. Analvse and discuss the relationship of the ahove variables (0s 5-7 ebave)
on the historv of all observed mat cracks and leaks.

9. What basis is there for accepting the adequacy of construction of the “irst
3 blocks?

10. If engineering judcement was involved in acceptina those blocks, what was
the basis for that iudgement? Where is it documented?

11. What corrective actins were necessarv ‘or the first 2 blocks? What corrective
actions were teken, and provide specifics for each pour? Where are these
actinns documented? y

12. Were any cracks discovered in 1977 outside of the ringwzl1? Provide drcument-
tation., If rnore were discovered ocutside ringwall why not infer that these
three blocks were poorlv constructed?



134

14

15,/

1§.'

Did Kominsky recopy illegible cadweld records? IInder whose direction?
Why? What happened to the original records?

Provide summary of actions taken following Hill's presentation of OA
deficiencies. Provide detailed report or document review urdertaken
and all results.

Provide LP&L's evaluation of adequacv of Harstead's third report.
Does LP&L assert that it represents their views as well?

Provide specific basis for Harstead's conclusion that the doucrmentation
problems do not affect their prior conclusion as to basemat's strength.
What documents did Hartstead review? What did he Tnok at? Dicd he see
the Phearson-Briga memo? Hill's NCR's? Other MNCR's?

Provide differential settlement contours for 6 month periods, starting
from ezrly 1977 to present.

According to the settlement contours shown in figure 2.5.118, the curvature
is concave downward in both directions. This implies cracks on the top
surface in both directions which would not penetrate all the way through.

In view of the above why did the water seep thru? Why dosen't the crack
pattern match the given different’al settlement?

It is possible that there are localized convex surfaces or the mat
which are nct shown in the figure (the arid is quite rough)?

Please provide all soil properties (re. results of snil tes:s, reports
confirmed compression test results, borina records, siear modulus etc).

Provide 211 concrete property data, rebar data, placement data (ie also
detailed as built drawings of mats).

Provide any revised calculations that include settlement effects.

Is the Phearson memn accurate? What kind of actions has LP&L taken to
respond to and resolve his allegations?

Memos of inspectors Hill and Davis, as reported in GAMB.T, stated that thev
found a broad range of deficiencies in virtually every record packaae
examined and the situation demanded a complete review of 21l civil/
structural records. What is your response to this allegatien?



28.

29,

30.

31.

GAMBIT reported that there was falsification on cadweld splices of
reinforcing bars. What is LPAL's response tn this allecation?

What were the problems in the seven NCR's on QA deficiencies in concrete,
as mentioned in the last column on pace 28 of GAMBIT, and how were they
disposed of?

What were the problems of soils, waterstops, cadweld splices, and the
placement of concrete, as mentioned in the third column on page 22 of
Gambit, and how were they resolved?

Do the allegations described in Phearson's memo and the Gambit article
reflect generally what happened during the construction of the mat? If
yes, how would these non-conformance of QA/OC requirements affect the
structural integrity of the mat? If not, identifv those allegation which
are unfounded and the basis thereof.

In Tight of the allegations, documented NCRs, and OA/QC deficiencies,
what has LP&L done or what does LP&L intend to do in order to resolve the
allegations and deficiencies?

Does'maintain that the mat possesses adequate capability to resist the
design Tnads and confirm to the criteria commited to in the FSAR despite

all the deficiencies and allecations 1isted? If yes, provide the supporting
technical basis.  If not, propose specific means to resolve them and thus
render the mat acceptable to the staff.

In any case, the "as-built-mat" should be shown bv the applicant, if
feasible, to maintain adequate safety margins to perform its safety
function and maintain its structural integrity.

A quantitative demonstration of the "as-built" mat capacitv, including
adoption of test, monitoring and strengthening programs, if needed,
should be provided for staff review.

What is LP&L's technical rationale for explanino what has

happered (including, water seepage, potential throuoh-thickness cracks,
predominently one-way cracks within containment reaion, uneven settlements,
etc) to the mat? What monitoring proaram(s) has been implemented is
underway? What are the results of these prngrams? DNid the monitorina
data show that both the cracking and water seepaae problems have
stabilized and there is no sign of continued dearation? What improvements,
could be applied to the on-going programs?

Are there anv known voids of some sianificant size to affect the rmat
structural integrity? If yes, what are the sizes (best estimates) and
extent of these voids? What is LP&L's suacested diposition to the iscue of
voids. If no disposition is needed, what is the technical basis?



32.

Conservatively assuming the existence of extensive through-cracks o the
mat, assess the impact of the presence of water on the long-term
stuctural integrity of rebars and mat capacity. Also assess the

same impacts due to other potential corrosive elements.
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The records associated with concrete placements were reviewed for conformance
to the construction specifications and requlatory requirements., the document-
ation review included records of inspection and in-process testing., the records
covered fifteen (15) placements from the base mat, reactor aux. bldg., shell
vall, compondent cooling water system and the dome, (See TnhloL}),

B._Inspection Findings
The following are deficiencies jdentified by the NRC "CAT" inspector.

1. The testing frequency of concrete of concrete (air/slump/conc. temp./
v " unit veight) did not meet job requirements of 1 test every 50 cy % 10 of
concrete placed on some placements.
_/ 2. Test cylinders were not taken at the specified interval of every 150 cy % 10
at some placements,
./ 3. Flacing documents missing from some concrete placement packages.

l/Jn. The following concrete placement packages vhich vere reviewed were
found that the testing.frequency of the placenent was not always
met per job requirements.

“(1)499-802-6 (No Air)
v (2)499-S01-13A (No Air/Slump/Conc. Temp./Unit Wt.)
(3)558-501-1 (No Air/Slump/Conc. Temp./Unit Wt.)
All vith the exception of No. 1 were resolved during review.
2a, The following concrete placement packages which were revieved were
\ found that the frequency for taking cylinders was not alwvays met
per job requirements.

(1)511=5

“3a, The following concrete placement packages which were reviewed were
found to have some documents missing from the package.

L (1)499-S02-6 (Concrete Data Record)
v (2) 499-503-13B(Batch Tickets)
(3)499-504-1A3 & 1AL (No FCR written for unacceptable
air and slump)
(4) 499-504~8A1(No record of extended cure per
NCR #W3=236)

3 PO 6 Materialzgguig!gnt Testing

A. Inspection Scope

/These records covered twelve (12) material tests and testing of ninteen (19)
\_/ concrete trucks plus the central mixer(See Table II)s (See IIa)
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B. Inspection Findings

The natorinl/:quipucnt testing records were found to generally meet the constuction
specificationiregulatory requirements. The records showed evidence of the proper
frequency of testing and the satisfaction of acceptance criteria,.

III Cadvelding

A. Inspection Scope

The records associated with cadwelding were reviewed for conformance to the
construction specifications and regulatory requirements. Inspection of the
cadvelds wvere made to assure proper centering of the cadweld sleeve, nc

excessive void, no slag in the tap hole and proper identification of the cadwelder
and sleeve, (See Table I1II)

Be Inspection Findings
The following are deficiencies identified by the NRC "CAT" inspector. *

1« A production test specimen was not shot in the first ten (10) of the %CUL/
Horizontals (44~55) for cadwelder #5W. A sister test specimen was shot
_~ instead of a production even though it seems that a production could have
, been shot.

2, A test specimen was not taken in the first ten per job requirements for the
following size/position/cadweld number for cadwelder #J97.

(1) 11 Vertical (99-111)
L/// 22) 8 Horizontal (81-98)
3) 6 Horizontal (156=163 & 165=177)
3« Cadwelder #203W did not shoot a test specimen in the first ten (10) cadwelds
shot for #14 Horizontals and #6 Verticals

IV Backfill/Claim Shell Filter Blanket

/
x‘// Ae. Strip #2 of the claim shell filter blanket was reviewed for conformances to the
v construction specifications,

Be The claim shell filter blanket records were found to generally meet the construction
specifications, The records showed evidence of the proper frequency of testing
and the satisfaction of acceptance criteria,

Ve Concrete Chip-outs
Ihe following observations were made regarding three (3) chip-outs:

( Inspected two (2) chip-outs per FCR AS-2626 at "1A" & "J" located on

b, =30,00 elevation in the Reactor Aux, Bldg. for reinforcement of the specied
size and grade, properly located, and secured in accordance with drawing
#G570804 & #G569501, The inspection revealed that the reinforcement was
satisfactory in accordance with the noted drawings.
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Inspected one (1) chip=out per NCR #W3=5146 at "P" & "#0A" located on
+ 31.05 elevation at the Reactor Aux, Bldg. exterior wall for the
reinforcement in the chip-out area in accordeance with drawings
563502 & G564S06, The inspection revealed that the reinforcement was
satisfactory in accordance with the noted drawings.



Location
Base Mat

Reactor Aux, Bldg.

Fuel Handling Bldg.

Shield Wall
Compondent Cooling
Water System

Dome

TABLE I

CONCRETE PLACEMENT PACKAGES

Pour No,

499=504=6
499-503-13B
499-501-13A
570=-S01=1A
570-S01=J 8A
558-501=1
593=-S501=6AA
588-6
593=504=6A
511=5

499=504~8A1
499=504=1A3 & 1AL
521=3A & 3B
521=9A & 9B
521-10A & 10B

Page 4 of 7

Placement Date

12/2 & 3/75
3/30/76
4/16/76

6/25/76
9/10/71
10/8/76
6/16/77
10/6/77
5/1/76

10/15/76
6/21/11

10/17 & 18/719
1/3/80
1/10/80



qjuom eIT3US S930US(d ¥

4!
sl
#0L

"

FIANLLS 10H

SSANANNOS A

—

SATOLIMVA
JIIVONOTE % IV

NOISYHEV °*V*1

= N M\jr— (N ™"

&

i
—

= X

-&

=

=
N |~ | =M | 0NN

x %

SINIWOVHA LJ0S

Sd0d1d

JHOTAMIHOTYH

SAIOA INADYEd

NOILJHOSHY %
ALIAVYD DI410ddS

I£-1zf7)
@ -2
n-£/ol

cl
L
Ol

L

02-21/\)
n-£/o)

AAIIS OOZ# NVHL
WINLL. STVIMILYH

T
ol

b

9% | €
L m.\HN

I1 378Vy

LL6L w[
Butyse], TeTdeqel

SATOTINVd FTEVINS
¥ SdANT VIO

SATLTUNINI
OINVIHO

NOIIVAVHD

4

—9L6l

JSAL




| A — T T T
7 ol ] 4! IOXTH |
B A Teajue)
=t | 7] ¢ . 2 LEL
Tl x v | ol ] L L 8 R
s 9 oL Y <7}
9 6 Z 6 gzl
SRR clo 7 | ¢ 6 ¢ 6 6 L2\
T g z 8 z 321
zL 9 oL Y oL ¢ L ozl
me 6 oL 617 oL S L 6LL
X Y ol 6|7 ol v oL " m 7L
X1x|x € 6 oL v oL S LL €LL
X oL 4 P il |
Y | x TR 6 oL v oL sl € oL
- | H
oL S L LoL |
ot 3 901
= e o ¢ oL s| ¢lzt oL
- —tor 4 Zr o1
e o o o oL [3 oL
J“F m zL cUL
[4 00l
it
27 -7/ 0 A A4 8 Zi 4 Zi YONuL]
6z | /L /62| domui ]9 |€ ZY 6, |9, |E 6, |9 |E 6,19 |65 L |65 | 9 |6 k¢
/€ \\m \\~ sva | Y| S ttod Sl Sy w#:o 8 vl T Yrod B 9] G opkop i 801 mava
186l 0861 GLEL 8L6L LLbL oL ", fiie

Suryse] ATWIOITU JOXTH

eIl STAVL

T 30 § edsq



Page 7 of 7_

> : TABLE III
CADWELDING
Test Specimens Qualification
Cadvelder 1D,.f Size/Position/ ity. Production/Sister Date
W 1 H 324 7 (18H) 10/7/75
"n v 82 5 (18v) 1/30/76
18/11 H 65 5
5W 18 H 43 3 (18R) 10/7/75
10/23/75
18 v 88 5 (18v) 5/17/75
6/8/76
7/271/76
11/15/76
18/11 v 21 1
1M v 16
11 H 12 1
9 W 50 2
g8 Vv 5
J97 1 H 622 12 (18H) 10/23/75
3/9/76
1/26/78
i8/11 H 100 2
(18) 1/26/78
203W 1M1 H 288 3 10 (14H) 3/28/78
4 H 48 1
6 Vv 31 1
6 H 1
11 v 2 (11v) 7/11/78
2554 11V 133 3 (11v) 1/16/79
;e 64 3 (118) 1/16/79
4/5/79
4/30/79
E14» (11H) 11,13,15,17,19,21, ‘2 (118) 3/10/84
22,23,24,25,26 & 27
/3
27
E15 (118) 4,5,8,21,22,24,27, : (11H) 1/25/84

31,32,34,37,38,39,40 &41

# The noted cadwelds were inspected by the NRC "CAT Inspector and were found to
meet the const—uction specifications and other commitments,
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LPL 11563
Q=3-A22.23.1)
J=Al.01.0¢

Mr. Rarl V. Serfric, Director Region IV
U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Cex=ission
Office of Inspection and Enforzemen:
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suize !I°
Arlingcon, Texas 76012

SUBJECT: Waterford 13 SES
Docket No. 50-3%2
I.E. Bulletin 75-32

Dear Mr. Seyf:-it:

In response to the subject bulletin, the design and fmstallaticr ¢/

aAse Ppiale

using concrete expansicon anchor bolts to supper: Seismic Category 1

i piping ra
been review ! and items | through & of the saze tulletin are addresse’ as
follows:

1. The Sase plate flexibilisy is accounte: f=r {n *“e calell
of anchor bolt loads. The Yolt lcacs are calculated usis
on elascic foundgiion theory utiliszinmz ANSYS §¢
computer program. The base plate desizn
requirenents of miniz.m ancror spacing and
assure 1°CT effective ancher pazforman:e.
of the dase ;late under axial, shear a-:& dez
ained using the fallisving interacticn f-rm

- .e - . m-a
Acsual T +

Allowvabtle 7 Aliowvadble V Alicwatle M

3 v

axial
shear
Yendins

The allivable axicl, etonr amd Neniins farces ave €staslliice”
. L ] L -~ - -
serartately dase? ¢~ tte maxizu= Yel: al.:iwitle tensicn ars

shear loais.

Lol’l)’




’

P * Mr. Karl V. Seyfrit «2- Julv 3, 1979

The >ase plates, which have already been i(nstalled, were
designed originally assuming rigid plate action is calculating
bolt loads. However, all of these base plates arc being re-
viewsd and thelr bolt loads recaleulated to inclufe the effects

of plate mm“ “M_pjn.

e N Bt~ e ey
From }" : ’{o}!‘m base plates vhich have already
bee . {nsta , it was found that the majority of the plates
(appr tely 89%) have sufficient design conservativeness,

and wvill a0t require acy desira modification. However, the

balance of the plates, approvisstely 80 of them, may require
a design wodification. The sodificetiou is to add stiffener
plates to the base plate so that plate prying action on the

bolts will be minimized. The detalled design for the modi-

fication 13 scheduled to be completed by October 1, 1979.

2. Th's projlect has used only wedge type concrete axpansion
an hor bolts. The sminizun factor of safetv between the bolt
design load and the bolt uvitimate capacity is four (&) the
bo : ultimate capacity is based on static load test on concrete
wit 4000 psi 28 - day compression atrength.

3. The . lits are designed to withstand seisaic loads. ull the
bolts ..t the time of installation are torgqued to cevelop a
bolt tension squal to 115° of the maximun design load. The
torque (s applied using a calibrated torgque wrench as speci-
fied by the bolt manufacturer. Wrench calibration (s based
: nn results of on-site tests which have been revieved and
b accepted by the design engineer.

4. The N documentation for each base plate has included the
nuzher of anchor bolts, bolt size, embedment leng:h, and
verificetion that the correct torque was applied. The
results of sudits performed of records nade since October
157 to April 1979 indicate the installations of the work
to be acceptable and in accordance with desizn requirezents.

I you have any qQuestions, please advise.

Yours very truly,

oK Cowwetl

D. L. Aswell

DLA:JERH sad

ec: V. 8. wuclear Regulatory Commission
Office 3f Insvection and E~forcement
ivision of Reactor Construction Inzpection
Washiagton, D, C. J2C555
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LPL 12477
0=-3=A20,03,11

Mr. Karl V, Sevfrit, Directer

U. S. Nuclear Regulatorv Cormission
Region TV

61! Rvan Plaza Drive Sufte 10NN
Arlington, Texas 76011

SUBJECT: Waterford J SES
Docket No. 50-382
IF¥ Bulletin 79-02 Revision !

REFFRENCES: (1) Telecon of November 20, 1979 between Mr. Srewar:,
Region TV, NRC, and Mr, A. Jones, LPsL
(2) Lletter LPL 11505 dated Julv 9, 1979

Near “r, Sevfric:

In response to the referenced telecon we have found that reference ()
sdecuately discussed the subject revision with the excention of ftem &4-%,
for which this amplification {s nrovided.

We would 1fke to further address the "A documentation resuirements for proper
bolt installation. As we have addressed before, the OC documentarion for
each base plate has included the number of anchor bolts, bolt size, em!edment
length, and torgue magnitude applied. In addition, olate Solt hole size, ol
opacing and edge distance to the side of a concrete mumber are specified on &
design drawine., Anv deviations from the drawines which are found at the time
of installaction are fullv documented. All deviations are reviewed and eva.ua’-
by the desien engineer,

As it was mentioned in the previous response, this proiect has used onlv wedgs
tvype concrete expansion anchor bolts., Therefore, the bolt parameters - threa
engagenent, and full expansion of the shell are not discussed.

We trust this has clarified the further concems of the revissed dullet:n.
vou have anv cuestions, vlease advise.

EPPEIt 545 .




Yours verv trulvy,

KL Lgwneld

D. L. Aswell

DU/JF!/ddc

ce: U, S, Nuclear Regulatorv Commission
Nffice of Inspecticn and Fnforcement
Dvision of Reactor Construction Inspection
Yashington, D, €. 2085¢%
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POWER & LIGHT

Mr. Karl V., Sevirit, Directcr . Rerion
U. S. Nuclear jegulatcr\ Com 4ssior
Office of Inspection and Friorrement
€1 Rvan Plaza Drive, Suite 100C
Arlineton, Texas 7601!])

SUBJFCY Waterford SES Unit No.
Docket No. S0-3R2
IF Bulletin No. 76-02
(Revision No. 2)

RFEFERENCES (1) Letter L®L 1150% dated Julv ¢, 6 167¢
(2) Letter LPL 12477 dated November 21, 19

» 4

Dear Yr. Sevfrit:

In response to the subject bulletin, we weuld like to furthe:

.

responses to the original bulletir as well as Revisior N
desipgn and installation of base plates, using concrete expansi
to suppL. v Seismic Category 1 pirin: svstems., Ag previousl:
following has been further verifie

The base plate flexibilitv is accounted fcr in t}
of anchor bolt loads.

This project has useu onlv wedge type concrete ex:
anchor bolts.

The bolte are designed tc withstand seismic load:

The OC documentation for each base plate haes included

number of anchor bolts, bolt size, embedment lenpth and
toroue masnitude aprlied In addition, plate bolt '
gize, belt spacing and @ t edge distance {in & concre «

™ » are gre-1%4¢ ! desipr draving

. 2.5 A f
Lf\¢?~af; §‘(:‘J?."4'{:‘ 2 [& '1.* -

\"




Also as adcressed in the responsze to IF Bulletin 79-14, the as-built pining
support locatiens will be documented bv the pining contracter (Tompkirs-Beckw!:!
and a funcriomal verification of supports will be perforwed bv the decipn ensgine
(Ebasco). Prior to syster turnover, a final check of the supporting structurs’
elements will also be performed by the design engineer (Ebasco ), teo ensure th
adequacy of structural strenpgth to sustain the required support reaction< ss nete
in IF Informziion Notice No. 79-28,

As reduested of holders of construction permits, Items 5 and 6 of the sulier:
bulletin are also addressed halowv:

5. This proj2ct used and will use expansion anchor bolts onlv
in reinforced concrete walls to attach piping supports Tin
seismmic Cateporv ] svatems. Therefore, no further discussic:
will be pursued.

6. This project has used and will use expansion anchor bolts only
to attach base plates to reinforced concrete siructure for pip piping
supports in Seismic Categorvy I systems. This project has not usec
and will not use expansion anchor boltes to connect structural steel
shapes directlv to the supporting structure. Therefore, no furthe:
discussion will be pursued.

If you have anv questions, please advise.
Yours verv truly,
07 Cpeeell
D. L. Aswel]
DLA/JFX /ddc
cc: U. S. Niclear Regulatorv Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Division of Reactor Construction Inspection
Washington, D. C. 2055%
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2o (1) mml ldh;nld' piping supports for
o impropatiy tightenod pachor bolts and (2) the
% poms anchor Bolts wouiting from rigid plate

‘the ajority 7 che plates (approximacely 852)
1 21 will met require any design
Nln: of the platen, approximately 80 of then,

.

id tihe to supplomsnt our earlier response by documenting the
6os the above comsitment: 4

of installed base plates revesled that 77 anchor
fication. Out of the 77 anchor plates in question,
1f1ed and installed; 17 plates were finally
ion required) due to changes made in the piping
plates became acceptable after a field verificarisn
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142 DELARDONDE STREET @ PO BOXSD0E
NEW DRLEANS LOUISIAnNA 70174-8008 ® [S0<) 3862345

Lores;— /s, of=so- &

April 13, 1984 ROTH S. LEDDICK
Senior Vice President
Nuclear Operations

W3K84~0842

Q-3-A35.01

Mr. Richard C. DeYoung

Director of Inspection & Enforcement o
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — el e
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Waterford 3 SES
Corrective Action Plan

REFERENCE: Docket No. 50-382
Construction Appraisal Inspection
Inspection Report 84-07

Dear Mr. DeYoung:

The attached plan provides LPéL's comments and, where felt appropriate, the
Corrective Action Program to address our perception of the concerns indicated
during and after the Construction Appraisal Team inspection conducted during
February and March of this year.

It should be noted that, in view of our objective to load fuel in
mid-to-late May 1984, the efforts outlined herein are proceeding at an
accelerated pace with necessary actions scheduled for completion in April and
May. We hope that any modifications to our efforts required as a result of the
KRC finalization of its report will have minimazl impact. Comments, however, are
solicited as early as possible.

Y very truly,

S. Leddick
RSL/RGB/ch
28
ce: Mr. J. T. Collins e 1.L457
Regional Administrator tc}//"’ } 7

USNRC Region IV

¥r., E. Blake, Mr. W. M. Stevenson ¥
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: 1. PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF FIELD ROUTED ATTACHMENTS TO

OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

CABLE TRAY/HVAC SEISMIC SUPPORTS

Establish a level of confidence with regard to structural
adequacy of Cable Tray/HVAC Seismic Supports when evaluated for
the additional loads imposed by field routed conduit, piping,
tube track and HVAC vertical supports.

Procedure ASP-IV-58 was established to control the amount of
additional loads imposed on engineered cable tray/EVAC seismic
supports by the installation of field routed comnduit, tube
track, small bore nonsafety piping, and HVAC vertical supports.
Due to the inconsistent application of the procedural
requirements, varicus seismic supports have additiomal
undocumented loads. This problem has been documented by Ebasco
QA Surveillance No. EC-MECE-TK-1, which covered 25 supports all
of which when evaluated were found to be acceptable.

The Cable Tray/HVAC seismic supports were conse:rvatively
designed based on a response frequency criteria. As a result,
the load carrying capability of these supports is substantial.
The approach to be used in resolving this concern will take
advantage of the conservative Waterford design. The program is
designed to ensure that support loading configurations are
examined and evaluated for acceptability.

The program description is as follows:

The program involves implementation >f the comprehensive review
described below. Cable tray/HVAC seismic supports will be
subject to a field surveillance in order to find isolated cuses
of heavily loaded supports which should be evaluated. The
program is as follows:

(1) NY Engineering will develop the maximum loading capacity
for various support configurations which would envelope
most of the installed supperts. The maximum capacity data
will be translated intc typical hardware configurations,
i.e., number and size of conduits which can be attached to
a given support.

(2) Based on the above data, walkdown guidelines will be
developed that will allow experienced Civil Structural
Engineers to field survey actuzl installations on a case
by case basis. The guidelines will be explicit in that
unique variables, such as pipe support attachments,
cantilevered conduit supports or cable tray attachments
can be appropriately evaluated.



1. (Centinued)

IVPLEMENTATION:

GINERIC TMPLICATIONS:

(3)

(4)

The objective of the surveillance will be to identify
cases which do not conform to the walkdown criteria, and
thus require further evaluation or possible detailed
as-building, and subsequent engineering analysis.

Appropriate documentation will be generated to ensure that
supports are field surveyed. Documentation will consist
of a marked up copy of the seismic support drawings for
cable trays (G-377 series) or HVAC ducts (G-922 series).
Supports which are found to be in conformance with the
acceptance criteria by imspection will be checked off.
Seismic supports which cannot be accepted by inspection,
will be documented on a standard calculation form for
on-the-spot evaluation against the guidelines. Those
supports which do not conform to the guidelines will be
as-built in detail and an engineering analysis performed
for scceptance.

The program will be administered by Ebasco Civil
Engineering in accordance with approved procedures.

Ebasco and LP4L QA surveillance will be conducted on a
regular basis to ensure compliance with criteria and
procedures. Staffing will consist of structural engineers
and designers for the walkdown as well for as engineering
analysis.

ASP-IV-58 is currently under revision so that all future
attachments to cable tray/HVAC seismic supports will nmot
compound the present concerns. The procedure revision
requires that all future attachment requests initiates the
complete review of the given seismic support to ensure
that all additional loads are properly documented.

Estimated date of completion for the above program is May 15,

1984,

ASP-1V-58 delineates the mechanism to be used by various disciplines and
contractors to integrate data into one system which provides status of
{nstallations on Seismic Supports. In basic terms, ASP-IV-58 is a
cross-discipline procedure, rather than a convential one-contractor,
single discipline procedure normally used.

Quality Assurance will analyze procedures to ascertain applicable
cross-discipline, procedures requiring 2ssessment. Assesssment will be
provided by auditing applicable procedures to assure compliance.
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(Continued) 2
Item 3 of this CAT report references corrective actions to be implemented
to assure continued corrvective actions on ideatified items on
non-compliance committe1 to the NRC by LP&L. As ASP-IV-58 is in this
category and the corrective action plan detailsd should provide added
assurance.



OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM

. DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

2.

PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF ELECTRICAL RACEWAY

INSTALLATION REGARDING SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS

To establish a high level of confidence that the design
installation and verification procedures at Waterford 3 ensure
that physical indepcndence of electrical systems will be
achieved in accordance with the FSAR commitment to the

requirements of IEEE-383-~1974 as endorsed by Regulatory Guide
1.75.

The B-288 series drawings detail requirements for physical
separation between redundant safety related raceway and between
safety related and non-safety related raceway. Installations
exist for which this separation has not been provided and nc
documentation of acceptability has been generated. It should be
noted that for installations involving conduit to tray
separation, those tray runs requiring installation of tray
covers are to be identified as part of installation via a
walkdown of tray. The bulk of the deficiencies noted were
identified because cable tray covers had not yet been installed
and because procedures did not require inspection of non-safety
related conduit for separation from safety related
installations.

Criteria has been established by Ebascc NY Engineering for
acceptability of installations by type of situation. This
criteria, in conjunction with existing details for barrier
installation, forms the basis for acceptance or corrective
action assignment for identified discrepancies.

Per existing design, separation may be achieved via the
installation of tray covers, in lieu of separstion of the items
by spatial distance alcne. For the 31,379 feet of tray to be
installed in nuclear plant areas, 13,026 feet of tray cover and
fittings were purchased in 1977. This material has been stored
on site pending the completion of cable installation. As of

April 12, 1984, approximately 11,000 feet of cable tray cover
has been installed.

A walkdown is being performed on electrical raceway in nuclear
plant areas to identify discrepancies in instzllations with
respect to existing separation design res:irements.
Identification of tray cover requirements, which is a part of
the installation program, will also take place as part of this
walkdown,



2. (Continued)

PROGRAM:

IMPLEMENTATION:

This program is an engineering walkdown and is performed in
accordance with ASP-IV-141 and under the surveillance of LP&L
Quality Assurance. Identified problems will be resolved via
rework of the raceway, installation of barriers or evaluation
and acceptance by ESSE,

In areas of high raceway concentration,* specific walkdowns
have been performed to identify and resolve discrepancies and
identify tray cover installation requirements.

* +21 Elev. Swgr Area/Pen Area, +35 Elev. Spread Room/Pen
Area

Ebasco Procedure CP-764 will be revised to require a QC
Inspection of non-safety related conduit installation to
identify discrepancies in separation requiremenis. Engineering
and Quality Control personnel have been trained in separation
requirements., Construction supervision will be retrained in
these requirements.

The engineering walkdown program for identification of
separation concerns is being administered by Ebasco.
Containment activities including required barrier installation
will be completed by April 15, 1984. RAB activities including
barrier installation will be completed by April 30, 1984,

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

Concerns addressed in the progrzm outline are specific in nature and the
corrective action plan addresses the concem.,



PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR TRACKING AND REVIEW OF NRC COMMITMENTS

03JECTIVE: To establish a high level of confidence that commitments made to
NRC with regard to items of non-compliance are reviewed for

generic applicability and to assure continued compliance with
these commitments.

There is no definitive mechanism detailing methods for tracking
and verifying construction corrective action commitments for

{tems of non-compliance. There must also be a mechanism to
ensure continuing compliance.

DISCUSSION: LP&L QA is in the process of reviewing items to which LP&L has
responded to the NRC, but which have not been closed by the NRC.
This program will be performed within the jurisdiction of the
Operations QA organization. This includes construction and
operations items of non-compliance.

PROGRAM: The LP&L Operations QA Program requires that an audit be
performed at least once per six months in the area of Corrective
Action. The Nuclear Operations QA Section Procedures
controlling the audit function to implement the Technical

Specifications requirements will be revised to accomplish the
following:

(1) LP&L QA will verify that corrective action for NRC Items
are in fact adequate prior to issuing a response to the
NRC. This verification process includes a review to
determine that items of noncompliance have been reviewed
for generic implications,

LP&L QA will track and verify that corrective action has
been accomplished by dates committed to-in the response to
the NRC or that the commitment date changed.

The Corrective Action Audit checklist will include those
items of noncompliance for which LP&L has previously
responded to the NRC. The items included will be those
identified between the two (2) preceding Corrective Action
audits. These items will also be included within the
audit checklist of the Corrective Action Audit conducted
one year later to insure the corrective action for those
items remain in compliance with commitments,

Procedure revision and audit of current open items of
non-compliance will be completed by April 30, 1984.




3. (Continued)

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

Kone - This deals with a specific shortcoming.



4. PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF SUPPORT/RESTRAINT

QUESTIONS ASKED DURING THE "CAT" INSPECTION

O3JECTIVE: Establ’sh a level of confidence regarding support/restraint
items raised during the "CAT" Inspection such that no generic
problems exist in these areas.

PROBLEM *
DESCRIPTION: The following items were addressed during the "CAT" Inspection.

(1) Gaps on box type restraints.
. (2) Weld symbols for same size and/or flush joints.

(3) Nonconforming thicknesses of tube steel were installed
(3/8" actual vs 1/2" design).

(4) Differences, in actual valve weights as compared to those
used in the stress analysis.

(5) Two restraints had a 3/8" diameter u-bolt and one
restraint had a 1/2" diameter u-bolt but all had the same
Bergen Paterson part number 283,

DISCUSSION: The above items were addressed during the "CAT Inspection.

(1) Gaps that were identified by the "CAT" team member were
reviewed and verified as being recorded and evaluated in
NCR-W3-2644., No further action is required in this area.

(2) Weld requirement symbols (for CCRR-1379 & 1381) questioned
by the CAT Team were defined.

(3) The nonconforming tube steel thicknesses (3/8" actual vs
1/2" design) identified during the "CAT" Inspection were
evaluated by ESSE and found to be acceptable.

(4) Two valve weights appeared to be different in the design
calculations as opposed to the actual weight.
Documentation was provided to show that'the difference in
the weights had been evaluated by ESSE Stress Analysis and
provided to ESSE Supports/Restraints for evaluation of the
Supports/Restraints.

(5) In 1975, when these restraints were originally fabricated,
part 283 had a 3/8" diameter shank. The shank diameter
wvas subsequently changed to 1/2" in 1976 but Eergen
Paterson kept the same part number, All shanks were
correctly used in the design. No further action is
required.

PROGRAM: None of the above items are considered significant problems.



4, (Continued)

A saople review of recent new revisions and designs show correct
symbols for the flush members. In addition, ESSE Engineers have
been instructed to check for correct symbol application 2.
described in the existing design guidelines.

For tube steel thicknesses, a random sample of 100 members will
be checked tc verify that the design thicknesses agree with the
actual thicknesses installed. To date 51 members have been
checked and all agree with the design drawings.

ith regard to the valve weights, all safety related stress
analysis calculations have been reviewed to verify for correct
valve weights, Differences will be evaluated for stresses in
the pipe and changes iu support loads. No physical
modifications have been required to date and none are ~xpected.

The above programs are .omplete,

IMPLICATIONS:

None: The items noted are not considered signfficant enough to indicate

that existing programs will not suffice to control each deficiency.




O3JECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

5. PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF AS-BUILT

CONDITION OF SEISMICALLY SUPPORTED BLOCK WALLS

Provide a field survey and test program to ascertain the
conformance of masonry construction to design drawings and
specifications regarding internzl reinforcement and grouting.

Rocumented evidence of inspection of the seismically supported
masonry block walls is insufficient to establish compliance with
design requirements during installaticn., This was found by the
inspector questioning one particular wall, 1In order to function
as designed, the steel reinforcement and mortar fill must have
been installed. About 10X of the walls (19 of 195) have
completed engineering inspection reports traceable to them
covering the installation of reinforcement and mortar. The
remainder have only partially completed inspection reports or
general are in-process inspection reports without details.

In the event QA/QC information is not available, a field survey
and test program reviewed and approved by the staff should be
wplemented to ascertain the conformance of masonry corstruction
to design drawings and specifications (e.g. rebar and grouting).
The program proposed for Waterford 3 will be based on
nondestructive examination of a representative sampling of the
walls and visual survey of all walls.

The program consists of the following steps:

(1) In the case of the specific wall in question, the block

was chipped away revealing the steel angles in place as
designed.

Survey a representative sample of 100 of the 195 installed
block walls, 50 hollow block and 50 solid block, to
ascertain the conformance of masonry construction to

design drawings with respect to internal reinforcement and
grouting.

Ecollow block walls shall be surveyed by radiography to
reveal the presence of vertical rebar, horizontal
Dur-o-wall, and mortar core fill.

Solid block wall shall be surveyed by rebar detector to
reveal presence of Dur-o-wall horizontal reinforcement.

Survey all masonry walls visually, and verify dimensioneal
and configurational conformity to design.

Documentation of all instrument tests and surveys will be
maintained.




5. (Continued)

IMPLEVENTATION:

Estimated date of completion is May 1, 1984,

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

Documentation has been or will be reviewed on safety-related installation.
Missing or incomplete documentation requires recoastruction of missing
records, if available, or reinspection to assure compliance to
Trequirements, sample destructive testing or, in some cases, recons.ructiom.



PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR RESOLUTION OF FULL PENETRATION WELD RADIOGRAPEY
) ISCREPANCY ON ASSOCIATED PIPING SUPPLIED MAIN STEAM PENETRATION NO. |

OBJECTIVE: Establish the acceptability of the primary bellows to fluid head
full penetration weld ao. 3 on Main Steam Penetration No. 1.

DESCRIPTION: In the interpretation of the KRC reviewer, weld no. 3 was not
properly prepared for radiography in accordance with ASME
requirements. As a results, the weld quality was considered

questionable for a small portion of the total length of the
weld,

DISCUSSION: Due to inaccessibility of the weld, it is not feasible to
visually inspect the weld surface and re-radiograph. Therefore,
an engineering evaluation is underway to establish the
acceptadbility of the questionable areas.

An approximate total of 37 associated piping full penetration
wvelds were reviewed during the recent NRC CAT Inspection. The
above described weld was the only questionable item resulting
from the review, Therefore, it is considered an isolated case.
Further review of APE radiographs is not considered appropriate.

PROGRAM: The resolution is as follows:

(1) Ebasco Materials Application and Mechanical Engineering
are presently reviewing the finite element stress analysis
performed by Associated Piping to establish the stress levels
and direction of loading at the points in question.

Having established the physical nature of the questionable
areas (i.e. root convexities) a review of the stress
levels will determine the acceptability ‘of the
questionable areas.

If in the opinion of the design engineer the stress levels
are sufficiently high, a fracture analysis will be
performed to verify the acceptability of the weld.

Appropriate documentation will be prepared to justify the
ocutcome of the engineering evaluationm.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Estimated completion date is May 1, 1984,

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

The piping penetrations are the only items supplied by APE, Based on the
37 welds reviewed and the one "somewhat" questionzble weld identified this
s considered an isclated case having no generic implicationms.




7. EVALUATION OF CONSISTENCY BETWEEN THE ISOMETRICS & MECHANICAL PIPING

OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

IMPLEMENTATION:

ORTHOGRAPHIC DRAWINGS

To ensure that FCR's and DCN's are incorporated on Ebasco piping
drawings and isometrics in a consistent manner.

During the NRC "CAT" inspection, several minor discrepancies
between isometrics and piping design drawings were found.

Questions were raised that the piping isometrics and not the
piping orthographics, which gave the approved design documents,
are used for field verification of the piping installation. The
piping isometrics must accurately reflect the design
orthographics in order to assure that the field installation is
in accordance witl the approved design.

(1) To determine if there is a consistency problem between

isometrics and piping drawings, a sample will be reviewved
for consistency.

The progrim will be administered by ESSE Mechanical Engineering.
Sample review for consistency will be completed by May 7, 1984.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

The sample review being implemented within the corrective action prograz
will determine if generic implications exist &nd further action as

required.



8. PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF LIMITORQUE OPERATOR ORIENTATIONS

OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

- DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

IMPLEMENTATION:

Establish a level of confidence to ensure that safety class
valves with Limitorque operators have been correctly installed.

During the NRC "CAT" Inspection, it was found that one
Limitorque operater had not been installed in accordance with
design. Although this discrepancy was considered insignificant,
the appropriate documentation was generated to resolve the
issue.

The concern arising from the identified discrepancy involved
gear lubricant leakage into the motor winding. If the
orientation is such that leakage can occur, an operator seal
must be installed.

In order to review the concern, the following program will be
implemented:

(1) ESSE Mechanical will provide Ebasco QA with a list of
safety class valves with Limitorque operators and
acceptance criteria for orientation of Limitorque
operators,

(2) Ebasco QA will field survey the operator to identify
deviations in orientation of Limitorque operators.

(3) ESSE Mechanical will evaluate identified deviations for
acceptability,

(4) ESSE Mechanical is to issue DCN(s), if necessary, to
revise drawings for as-built conditions:

This program will be administered by Ebasco QA. Estimated
completion date is April 30, 1984.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

Ebasco Engineering reviewed installation requirements of valving
components to assure orientation requirements are established and met.



9. DESICN CONTROL (DOCUMENT CONTROL) CAT CORRECTIVE ACTION

OEJECTIVE:

PROELEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

The pregram objective outlined belov is aimed at eliminating
discrepancies in posting FCR's and CN's on controlled drawings
and eliminating the inconsistencies between the Docuxent Control
files and the Ebasco Drawing Closeout Schedule.

The areas of concern relative to Document Contrel interface with
the Design Control program have been identified as follows:

(1) FCR/DCN posting discrepancies on controlled drawing for
which individual contrcl number holders had
responsibility.

(2) Controlled drawing stick files, for which individual
contrcl number holder had responsibility, that did not
contain the latest revision of drawings.

(3) Discrepancies between the Document C-=trol drawing control
cards and the ESSE Drawing Closeout Schedule relative to
drawing revisions and unincorporated FCR/DCN's.

A joint Ebasco and LP&L program to reduce the total nuxber of
active control numbers receiving controlled drawings has been
ongoing fc~ some time. To date, this progran has reduced the
total number of control numbers receiving controlled drawings.

A comparison between the Document Control drawing contrel cards
and the ESSE Drawing Closeout Schedule are presently being
addressed under a program initiated between Document Coutrel,
ESSE, and Ebasco N.Y. This program involves the review of the
Dccument Control contreol cards and the Drawing Closeout Schedule
at the time of drawing revision to assure conformity. .

In response to the CAT audit findings, the two corrective action
programs currently in effect will be consolidated and modified
to expedite the completion of corrective action. The program
modification and implementation timetables are as follows:

(1) Ebasco will continue to reduce the number cf controlled
drawings. This reduction will be accomplished om or
before April 15, 1984.

(2) On April 16, 1984, Document Control will assume total
responsibility for those control numbers who are still
receiving controlled drawings. This includes the drawing
stick files,



(Continued)

(3)

Beginning immediately, Document Control will take over the
updating of the ESSE Drawing Closeout Schedule. Om or
before April 16, 1984, a complete review of the Closeout
Schedule and the Document Control drawing control cards
will be completed and the two documents reconciled.
Document Control will be the only organization to add or
to delete from the Drawing Closeout Schedule. Additions
and/or deletions will simultaneously be made to both
documents by the same clerk thus eliminating any chancc of
document discrcpancy.

These actions will be taken by Ebasco with npp:opriate overview
and interfaces with the LP&L Records & Adminstration.

IMPLEMENTATION:

GENERIC IMPLICALIONS:

Estimated date of completion - April 16, 1984

The action themselves are generic; the program is being changed.



10. PROGRAM

OUTLINE FOR EVALUATION OF CONCERNS ADDRESSING MATERIAL TRACEABILITY

OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

To ensure that appropriate material traceability exists
in compliance with ASME Code and Quality Program requirements.

During the NRC CAT Inspection, several discrepancies were
identified regarding material traceability. Some items were of
different material than that specified on the design dravings,
some items were identified as having inconsistent markings, some

items were not marked, and some items were not traceable to
documentation.

(1) Per ASME and QA program requirements, bolting greater than
1" 1s to be purchased with CMIR's and traceable through
installation. Of the items noted in the CAT inspection
only the hold down belting on the Safety Injection Tank
and ring girder is greater than 1". All other bolting
traceability items noted in the inspection zpplied to
bolting less than 1".

ASME Section III and the QA program require only
"Certificates of Compliance" for bolting 1" and less.
Traceability through installation for this bolting is not
required. Contractors performing installation or work on
safety related components within Quality Assurance
programs and procedures which controlled the purchasing
and installatiou of safety related material for bolting
- requiring or'y a "C of C". No corrective action is
required for traceability.

(2) The majority of the items noted with inconsistent markings
related to manufacturer's markings, which are not required
to be consistent. One set of nuts was identified as being
inconsistent, but further field insection has shown them
to be marked identically.

(3) Four items were identified to be of different material
than that specified on design drawings. These differences
have been identified as either existing on the original
equipment as furnished by the vendor, or as resulting from
rework during start-up operatioms.

(1) The paint was removed from the Safety Injection Tank
bolts and studs to detarmine the traceability markings.
Ebasco Engineering has evaluated the markings and
determined this to be no problem. No further action is
required.

(2) The markings identified as inconsistent have been resolved
as being either manufacturer marking differences or
markings incorrectly recorded at the time of the CAT
Audit, No corrective action is required.



10. ({(Continued)

(3) Three of these four items are documented and resolved en
DN-5Q-2349 and NCR-W3-7643. The remaining item is to be
referred to the start-up maintenance organization for
corrective action, via a potentizl problem report.

IMPLEMENTATION:

Estimated completion date - April 30, 1984,
GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

Based on a Quality Deficiency Report issued by LP&L Nuclear Operations QA,
a8 program was instituted to assure that flanges, valve bonnets, manways,
etc., which were disassembled during testing, will be in compliance with

requirement, Material (fasteners) will be verified, torqued and
documented. ;

No further action warranted.



OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

IMPLEMENTATION:

11, SUMMARY OF PEDEN STEEL SHOP WELDS

FINDINGS AND PROGRAM

Evaluate the need for further investigation or corrective action
regarding shop welds made by Peden Steel.

During the CAT Inspection the following actions were taken:

(1) The NRC Inspector examined 40 shop welded structural steel
connections made by Peden. Two were identified for
engineering evaluation. Both were found acceptable.

(2) Ebasco examined 240 connections and 13 required
engineering evaluation. All were acceptable.

With respect to welding, no problem requiring repair was
identified in connections examined during the CAT Audit Peden
shop welding was performed under their shop QA/QC Program.
Ebasco Vendor QA representatives inspected activities in the
shop, end receiving inspections and QA records review at the
site have established that complete, satisfactory yuality
documentation exists for Peden work.

Sixty-five pieces of small-bore pipe vhip restraints were
returned to Peden for repair in 1982, after certain weld defects
were found., The welds called for by the design were difficult

to make and mot typical of the large, accessible welds found in
structural work generally.

It is concluded, based on the record to date including the CAT
Audit findings, that sufficient investigation into Peden Shop
welding has been performed. The Peden Shop QA/QC program as
carried out is sufficient assurance of the acceptability of the
work. Nevertheless, a sample of shop welded conmection will be
examined to provide further confirmation.

An additional sample of 500 welded connections made by Peden
Steel will be examined. The sample will be divided equally
among structural steel framing for buildings, Electrical cable
tray seismic supports and HVAC seismic supports.

The examination will be performed under ASP-IV-142 by Ebesco
Materials Application Engineers.

Estimated completion date is May 1, 1984.

GENERIC DMFLICATIONS:

The program outlined is a result of reviewing for generic implicationms.
Sample selected will ensure that Peden welds are adequate notwithstanding
various contractors installing Peden supplied compoments.



12. PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR ELECTRICAL MAINTENANCE CONCERNS - ADDRESSED DURING

OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION:

PROGPAM:

IMPLEMENTATION:

TEE CAT INSPECTION

Establish the acceptability of the Electrical Maintenance PM
Procedures to provide good practices for care of MOTORS.

See rttached summary and history of referenced audit findings.

Electrical Maintenance Procedure ME-4-703 provides for
performing PMs on motors. Included as a part of the PM Program
is a megger test if the motcer has not been run within the last
30 days. During the period of 10/83 to 1/84 a comscious
decision was made to not megger the motors, but this decision
wvas not documented. This decision is not detrimental to the

motors, and monthly meggering should not be advocated unless
conditions warrant it.

Subsequent megger readings have been taken on these seven motors
with satisfactory results. The readings give no indication of
degradaticn of motor operability or dependability,

The resolution is as follows:

(1) ME-4-702 will be deleted and be replaced in full by
m-l."703 .

(2) ME-40703 will be revised to clarify the procedure with
respect to the frequency for meggering and conditions for
vhich meggering should not be performed.

(3) Maintenance personnel in the Electrical Department will be
counseled and trained on the appropriate methods for
documenting the results of preventative maintenance to
include these cases where maintenance is not
performed/rescheduled.

The program outlined above is currently in progress.

GENERIC IMPLICATIONS:

A review of electrical maintenance procedures has been accomplished and
revisions made within the program to gain added confidence. The
mzintenance program is being evaluated on an ongoing basis due tn
operating configurations histories being developed.
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OBJECTIVE:

PROBLEM
DESCRIPTION:

.DISCUSSION:

PROGRAM:

DMPLEMENTATION:

PROGRAM OUTLINE FOR FIRE DAMPER MALFUNCTIONS DURING CAT AUDIT

Evaluate the need for investigation and/or corrective action
regarding the malfunctions of fire d.nmpers.

During the CAT inspection, 8 fire dampers were tested to verify
proper operation. 2 of the 8 dampers tested failed to close
properly.

The LPSL Startup Engineer reinspected the "Airbalance" spring
type failed damper and found that the gravity assist actuating
spring had twisted from torque and the spring end caused
binding. is torquing was apparently caused by improper and
excessive manual releasing. Following realignment of the damper
spring, it was tested and found to operate properly.
Subsequently the damper has been returned to service. During
the perfcrmance of the preoperational test, the startup engineer
noted operating difficulties with the failed damper and a
limited number of other dampers of this type prior to
successfully passing the test. At that time, the problem was
attributed to incorrect manual release of the dampers.

The precperational test results will be reviewed to identify all
"Airbalance spring type dampers that experienced operating
difficulties. (Dampers not operating proparly the first time
during preop.) These dampers will be inspected, ensuring proper
spring alignment, and retested to preoperation test require-
ments. Additionally, a letter is being issued to LP&L
Operations, detailing the proper method of manually releasing
the fire dampers. This letter will include a r.commendation
that the damper springs on all "Airbalance" spring type dampers
be inspected as part of the preventztive maintenance
requirements every 18 months.

Estimated completion date - May 15, 1984

GEXERIC IMPLICATIONS:

The Joint Test Group (JTG) reviews test procedures for abnormal operating
characteristics exhibited by components during the testing program. The
JTC has additionally directed the Startup Engineers to identify to the
Operations staff any abncrmal operating characterics detected during the
test program. Additional reviews of Phase II testing are accozmplished in
the JTG Cocprehensive Review Program.
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A. ITEM

The question was raised by the CAT Inspector relative to QA involvement in
the Area Walkdown Program.

RESPONSE:

Currently in addition tc Ebasco Quality Assurance involvement there are
eight LPEL Quality Assurance Representatives involved with the area
walkdown. Their duties consist of surveillance of the on-going walkiown
and performing audits of areas upon acceptable completion of Ebasco's area
wvalkdown per LPSL Procedure.

B, ITEM
IEW PWET charts on the "A" Stops (Piece 1-A2A-P1-E7-E-1)

a2) PWET chart did not indicate the chart speed.
b) Temp. on PWHT chart was 1050°F but the drawing required 1100°F,

RESPONSE:

2) Ebasco has reviewed PWHT chart of Piece 1-A2A-Pl1-E&E-1 2nd have
determined the time and temperature satisfies code requirements for
material type.

b) Appliczble code requirements were met, Ebasco specified that the PWHT
should remain 50°F below the materizl tempering temperature. The
production weld was therefore PWHT at 1050°F and held at that
temperature for 2 hours per inch of weld thickness. The W.P.S. to
make this weld was qualified with the 1050°F PWHT for the required
hold time. :

The above statement complies with IEW original P.0. which required
them to PWHT at 50°F below the tempering temperature which is 1100°F.
This is why IEW also qualified with the 1050°F PWHT for the required
hold time.



14. (Ceontinued)

c. ITEM
Eold Tags - The requirement for a hold tag to be placed on material when an
KCR was written was removed from theNCR Procedure (ASP-III-7) in 1983,

RESPONSE:
There are a total of 65 NCR's that were written witnout the initiation of a
D.N. or E.D.N. Ebasco is in the process of reviewing these NCR's to
detercine the need to place hold tags on the nonconforming conditioms.
ASP-III-7 was revised (issue K) on 3/7/84. Paragraph 5.7 requires that
hold tags be placed and removed by Q.C. :
Ebasco providing training on ASP-III-7, Issue K on 3/27-28/84. 1t is
common practice that all affected personnel receive training on procedures
2s they are revised.

V. TTEM ‘
DN's and EDN's are not upgraded to NCR's; ASP-III-7, Para. 6.2.1, requires
an NCR be issued when Corrective Action requires an engineering change to
drawings, specs, or procedures.
(i.e., FCR of DCN) (6 examples)

RESPONSE:
W3QA-27995 memo dated 3/26/84 was issued to 2ll QAE's and Q.C. Supervisors,
directing them to be mcre observant on the review of the contents of the
Discrepancy Notices as well as the corrective action.

E. ITEM
NCR's not filled out correctly; ASP-III-7 attachment 7.1, pg. 3, #9
requires that the description state the requirement being violated.
Several cases were found where this was not done.

RESPONSE

This concern was discussed and emphasized in the t‘aining sessions
3/27-28/84 to ASP-III-7.
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(Continued)

RESPONSE (Continued)

r.

LP&L Operaticns QA has recently reviewed Ebasco noncou‘ormance reports. 1In
their review, very few problems were noted concerning the lack of stating

the requirement being violated. Based on their review, no rurther sampling
is anticipated.

ITEM

ASP-I1I-7, Issue J, deleted from the body of the procedure the requirement

for the QAE to complete Form #6009 (corrective action). Issue "K" put the
requirement back in.

RESPONSE

G.

Training of ASP-III-7 Issue K will address the need for QA to require
corrective action to preclude recurrence as necessary. This is noted in
Attachment 7.1, page 6 of 7 of ASP-III-7. Also form 7.3 to ASP-III-7

requires corrective action take to preclude recurrence, if the QA Engineer
deems this action necessary.

Issue "G" thru "I" contained the Corrective Action Report Form No.
6009-11/2-82B, 1Issue "J" (dated 12-9-83) did not utilize this Corrective
Action Report. Issue "K" - re-established the use of the Corrective Action
Report (dated 3-7-84). This is not considered to be significant as the

corrective action program was in effect during this period.

ITEM

Test for borrow material acceptability should have been performed prior to
the placement and compaction.

RESPONSE

This commitment did not exist in the PSAR which <as in effect between 1974
and 1978 when most of the work was performed. Borrow material was zpproved
at the source (pit) by Mr. Temchin, the Site Soils Engineer, a highly
qualified individual who represented design eryineering. It was
pucp-dredged Batture Sand, very clean and uniform. The specification did
not required the form be filled out prior to placement and only routine
check tests were performed off the fill, Deficiency Notice SQ-2862 has
been initiated to document the foregoiug.
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B.

(Continued)

ITEY

The fellowing type of problems were noted during the CAT inspection.

4) Spacing on struts and snubbers

B) Angularity on struts and snubbers

C) Gaps on sliding fit U-bolts :

D) Interdisciplinary clearances

E) Area walkdown scope/accountability with regard to pipe supéorts.

F) Gaps on box guides

G) Incorrect 4010 redlining for welding of end attachment.

FESPONSES

All perscomnel involved with pipe supports in the area walkdown have been
indoctrinated with special emphasis put on items A thru D.

As for scope and accountability, (Item E) all supports checked will be
individually documented and tracked.

Item F and G were evaluated by ESSE engineering in the cases identified by
the CAT and were determined to be acceptable as is, also due to various
other hanger walkdown programs which have been implemented in the past
(LP&L walkdown, 7400 walkdown, Ebasco 208 hanger walkdown, FCR-MP-1553, and
NCR-W3-2644) it is felt these cases noted are isolated. No additional
action required.

ITEM

Cable to Cable Separation Problems in battery chargers.

RESPONSES

This item appears to be an isclated problem. Ebasco has written PPR 123 to
identify this problem. ESSE recommends cables be reworked to meet proper
separation criteria. Rework to be completed and QC inspected.



14. (Continued)

J. ITEM
Placenents 499-502-6 and 499-S02-13B have (2) misplaced pump summary
sheets,

RESPONSE
The (2) discrep-nt pump summary sheets have been reconstructed utilizing
various existing documents in the subject placement packages. Out of the
700 test documents reviewed we feel that these (2) two documents that were
missing are isolated case. Since it has been shown that the missing
documents can be reconstructed we feel that no further corrective action is
required. The reconstruction of pump summaries are documented and can be
found in placement packages.

K. ITEM
Two (2) GEO Lab Test Reports, document slump and air percentage used for
placements 499-S04-1A3 and 1A4 which exceeded Specification tolerances;
reference Batch Ticket Nos. 14631 and 14616.

RESPONSE

The (2) batch tickets identified did indeed exceed specification limits,
The reasons GEO Test Lab identified these reports being acceptable was
because they were instructed by Ebasco Engineering in writing that for the
mix design used (AA-29) the increase in percentage of slump and air was
acceptable, The actual discrepancy is that an FCR should have been
generated by Ibasco Engineering in lieu of a letter directing the test lab
to deviate from specification limits.

As of 3/29/84 this deviation has been properly identified by means of a
Discrepancy Notice SA-2858 and corrective action initiated. It should be
noted that the (2) discrepant entries represented a sampling of
approximately 700 evaluated and we feel this was an isolated occurrence.



14, (Cenr*aued)
L. ITEM
KCR W3-6234 (Attachment V) did not have a revised test schedule for
techanical splices that took into consideration visual rejects.
-RESPONSE

KCR W3-6234 (Airtachment V) has been 1002 re-evaluated to accurately include
visuzl rejects ir the selection cf destructive test sampling. This review
vill be documented on a supplement NCR for Attachment V which will be

completed and re-evaluated by Quality Assurance and Ebasco Engineering
prior to April 6, 1984.

M. ITEM
QAIRG #1191 (Letter #) was generated to close all generic comments om 9.2
forms on hydro records. This letter did not reference all the refernnced
letter Nos. used ty QAIRG to genmerate QAIRG £1191.

RESPONSE
QAIRG is writing a supplement to QAIRG #1191 (letter f) dated 2/1/84.
QAIRG is reviewing 1007 of the 9.2 comments in the hydro packages to assure
that all the generic 9.2 comments are identified in the QAIRG-1191
supplemental letter. QAIRG will complete their 100% review by April 6,
1984.

K. ITEM
Torpkins Beckwith needed to write a letter of clarification on why
bydro-walkdovn sheets on retest are not in hydro packages.

RESPONSE

Tozpkins Beckwith generated a letter of clarification on March 22, 1984
that explains the list of the hydro walkdown sheets. See zttached letter
on subject procedura TBP-36 "Hydrostatic/Pneumatic Testing."
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Mr. K. V. Seyfrit, Director, Region \FY lpg gSILL A :
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection & Enforcement
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76012
SUBJECT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3
Docket No. 50-382
Final Report for
Significant Construction Deficiency No. 18
"Flexible Liquid Tight Wiring Conduit Covering
Failure (Anaconda)"
REFERENCE: Telecon - L. L. Bass (LP&L) to B. Hubacek (NRC) on August 1, 1980 »

Dear Mr. Seyfrit:

In accordance with requireaents of 10CFR50.55(e), we are hereby providing
two copies of the Final Report of Significant Construction Deficiency No. 18,
"Flexible Liquid Tight Wiring Conduit Covering Failure (Anaconda)."

It is our understanding that Anaconda has reported this problem to the NRC
under the requiremeats of 10CFR21.

If you have any questions, please advise.

Very truly yours,

D. L. Aswell 6’“0 2f M;%
DLA/LLB/grf

cc: 1) Director
Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555
(with 15 copies of report)

2) Director
Office of Management
Information and Program Control / 70
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555
(with 1 copy of report)



Mr. K. V. Seyfrit
Page 2
October 15, 1580

be: G. . Mclendon, Les Constable, Ebasco (2), J. M. Brooks, J. Crnich (2),
L. V. Maurin, D, B, Lester, F, J. Drummond, T. F. Gerrets, L. L. Bass,
C. J. Decareaux, P, V, Prasankumar, T. K. Armington, D. C, Gibbs,
Richard Hymes, R. Hartnett, L. Stinson, M. I, Meyer, Central Records.
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WATERFORD SES UNIT NO. 3
Revised

Final Report of
Significant Construction Deficiency No. 18

Flexible Liquid Tight Wiring Conduit
Covering Failure (Anaconda)
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Reviewed by

Je ite Manager Date
Reviewed by WM 7/%
R. J. MilhfGer - Project Superintendent " Date ;

Reviewed by I Haer a«\ 6 Worsar guv Tikien 9 /2920

J. Hart - Project Licensing fngineer Date
QQ()\ st S/
Reviewed by V30 30/5@
(. R. AT Hartnett - Q. A. Site Supervisor Date

\

September 29, 1980



FINAL REPORT
SIGNIFICANT CONSTRUCTION DEFICIENCY NO. 18
FLEXIPLE LIQUID TIGHT WIRING CONDUIT
COVERING FAILURE (ANACONDA)

Introduction

This report is submitted pursuant to 10CFR50.55(e). It describes a deficiency
in the liquid tight covering of flexible metal conduit as manufactured by The
Anaconda Company as Anaconda Metal Hose.

Description

Anaconda flexible liquid tight metal conduit was purchased to Specification
LOU 1564.249B. This specification imposed minimum bending radius for the
various size conduits. In May of 1979, Anaconda revised their technical in-
formation and increased the minimum bending radius. Ebasco having purchased
the flexible conduit prior to this date, and having a Certificate of Compliance
from Anaconda to the specification, did not foresee a problem.

Fischbach & Mcore Quality Control personnel discovered four flexible liquid
tight metal conduits in the Water Treatment Building where the jacket was
failing and separating from the metal. A deficiency report was written re-
garding the situation and was identified by Report No. FM-DR-206, dated July 1,
1980. These four conduits were identified as 31310-NB 3/4", 31343A-NA 1%",

31344A-NB 1¥%", and 31351a-NB 1%". The Water Treatment Building is not a2 safety-
related area.

Anaconda was contacted about the conduit failure. In the following conversa-
tions and meetings, Anaconda brought out the fact that all flexible conduit
should be installed to the new (5/11/79) bend radius, or the conduit jacket
would possibly fail. At this time, it was pointed out to Anaconda that all
2" and under conduit was shipped to Ebasco in violation of the bend radius.

On July 8, 1980, Nonconformance Report F&M W3-339 (W3-2175) identified a fail-
ure of the jacketing material for safety-related conduit 32326C-SA.

Deficiency Report FM-DR-206" (non-safety-related) was dispositioned on August 5,
1980. Nonconformance Report W3-2175 (safety-related) was evaluated and dispo-
sitioned on August 8, 1980.

At the present time, the Contractor is awaiting material to be issued by Ebasco
Services, Inc. Anaconda has agreed to replace all 2" and under flexible con~-
duiz which was shipped prior to May of 1980 with new flexible conduit which is
to be shipped in a manner that is in compliance with Anaconda Report 3727 dated
5/11/79. 1EEE 323 prototype test reports have been reviewed by Ebasco Engineer-
ing, and the acceptance of this report is now on file.
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Safety Implications

If the plant design was such that Class lE equipment must be enclosed in a
sealed liquid-tight enclosure to provide protection against harsh environment
or LOCA conditions, degradation of tte jacket covering on flexible conduit
would provide a pathway for liquid to ente: the enclosure and create a safety
hazard.

However, in the case of Waterford 3, Class lE equipment components within the
RCB are qualified to full LOCA Conditiins. As a result, no dependence is placed
on the liquid-tight conduit to prevent antry of liquid into the component. Thus,
for Waterford 3, degradation of the “raconda conduit jacket presents no safety
hazard.

Due to the design of the SIS Sump, as outlined in WSES-3 FSAR Sectioms 6.2.2.2.2.1
and 6.2.2.3.2.1, the breaking off of the conduit jacket material is not consid-
ered a safety hazard.

Corrective Action

Although the evaluation ol the problem concludes the problem does not present
a safety hazard, corrective action on the nonconforming condition is still re-
quired and described as follows:

1) Anaconda 2-inch and under flexible metal conduit which has not been in-
stalled is being returned to Anaconda for replacement.

2) In the Reactor Containment Building, all Anaconda flexible metal conduit
presently installed will be taped with two (2) half-lapped layers of Okonite
T-35 tape. In certain cases, the conduit will be replaced where it is more
practicable or economically advantageous.

3) Anaconda flexible conduit in all other buildings, except the RCB, will be
accepted as is. LP&L has reserved the right to have the flexible conduit
in these buildings taped, stripped or replaced.

4) Anaconda flexible conduit presently installed in the outside area will be
taped as necessary.or replaced if economically practicable.

5) The installation drawings are being revised to reflect the new bending radius
requirements.
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In Reply Refer To: ' December 11, 1981

Docket: 50-382/81-29

Louisiana Power and Light Company
ATTh: D. L. Aswell,

Vice President Power Production
152 Delaronde Street
New Orisans, Louisiana 70174

Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by L. E. Martin, C. E. Johnson, and

K. A. Whittlesey of our staff during the period November 2-6, 1981, of activ-
ities authorized by NRC Construction Permit CPPR-103 for Waterford Steam Electric
Station, Unit No. 3, and to the discussion of our fiadings with Mr. T. E.

Gerrets and other members of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

Areas examined during the inspection and our findings are discussed in the
enclosed inspection report. Within these aresas, the inspection consisted of
selective examination of procedures and representative records, interviews
with personnel, and observations by the inspectors.

During this inspaction it was found that certain of your actiyities were not
concducted in full compliance with NRC requirements. Consequently, you are
required to respond to this matter, in writing, in accordance with the provisions
of Section 2.201 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations. Your response should be based on the specifics contained

in the Notice of Violation attached to this letter.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within 10 days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within 30 days of the
date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the require-
ments of 2.790(b)(1).

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
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Louisiana Power and Light Company -2~ December 11, 1981

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased to
discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

AV N

G. L. Madsen, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch

Enclcusures:
1. #ppendix A - Notice of Violation
2. Appendix B - NRC Inspection Report 50-382/81-29

cc:

Louisiana Power and Light Company

ATTN: L. V. Maurin, Assistant Vice President
Nuclear QOperations

142 Delaronde Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Louisiana Power anc Light Company
Waterford-3

ATTN: D, B. Lester, Plant Manager
P. 0. Box B

Killona, Louisiana 70066



APPENCIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Louisiana Power and Light Company , Docket: 50-382
waterford, Unit 3

As 2 result of the inspection conducted November 2-6, 1981, and in accordance
wiza Interim Enforcement Policy 45 FP 656754 (October 7, 1980), the following
violation was identified:

failure to Follow Procedures for the Protection of Electrical Penetration
Assemblies

Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, requires that activities affect-
ing quality be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or draw-
ings of 2 type appropriate to the circumstances, and that they shall be
accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Ehasce CMI 28, Revision 8, "Care and Maintenance Instructions for Electrical

Penetraticn Assemblies,” requires that, during in-place storage, penetration

assemblies bz provided with adequate protection from damage and deterioration
as a result of conditions or activities in the vicinity.

Contrary to the above, during a plant tour on Movember 2, 1981, the NRC
inspector discovered protective barriers absent from Class 1E electrical
penetrations 1075B and 1015A. Penetrations in such an unprotected condition
are subject to damage due to adjacent construction activities.

This is a Severity Level V violation. (Supplement 11.E)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, the Louisiana Power and Light Company
is hereby required to submit to this office within 30 days of the date of this
Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the corrective
steps which have been taken and the results achieved, (2) corrective steps which
will be taken to avoid further items of noncompliance; and (3) the date when full
compliance will be achieved. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, this response shall be submitted under oath or
affirmation. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

Date December 11, 1981 = / e,

G. L. Madsen, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch

251503

DA




APPENDIX B
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION IV
Report No. 50-382/81-29
Docket: 50-382 Category A2
Lizensee: Louisiana Power and Light Company

142 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Facility Name: Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3

Inspection At: Waterford Site, Taft, Louisiana

Inspection Cenductad: November 2-6, 1981

Inspectors: ZQD*‘ZZZ1:;oa-——- 12/5/2

- Martin, keactor lnspector, Projects section 3 ate
(Paragraphs , 2&6)

éés;7/:$555::;sz /§5Zf457’_

j;,I: Johnson, Reactor lnspector, Engineering &
M

sterials Sect1on (Paragraphs 2 & 5)

/W [t/ &
/Q'R A. Wwhittlesey, Reactor lnspector Irainee, ate

Engineering & Materials Section (Paragraphs 2, 3 & 4)

Accompanying
Personnel: R. E. Hall, Chief, Engineering & Materials Section

Approved: [(/4—‘——— 12/5/8)
rossman, Chier, Projects section 3 Date
L o/

E. Rall, Chief, tngineering & Materials Section ate

o
gNZSI?SJb
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Inspeztion Summary:

Inspection on November 2-6, 1981 (Report 50-382/81-29)

ress lnspected: outine, unannounced inspection of safety-related construction
activities, including follow up on licensee identified Construction Deficiencies
(50.55(e)); site tour; electrical penetration assembly installation; and safety-
relsted pipe support and restraint installation. The inspection involved 99
inspector-hours by three NRC inspectors.

Resul+s: Of the four areas inspected, one violation was jucntified during the

site tour (violation = failure to follow procedures for the protection of electrical
penetration assemdlies, paragraph 3).



DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Personnel

Louisiana Power & Light Company

F. Gerrets, QA Manager

. 8. Lester, Plant Manager, Nuclear

. M. Morgan, QA Supervisor

wWoods, QC Engineer

. P. Brown, QA Engineer

. G. Bennet, QA Engineer

G. Pittman, QA Engineer

. M. Toups, QA Engineering Technician
. J. Decaresaux, Project Coordinator

WM X O -4

Other Perscnnel

Gutierrez, QA Site Supervisor, Ebasco Services, Inc. (Ebasco)
A. Stinscn, Manager, Site Quality Program, Ebasco

J. Milhissr, Site Manager, Ebasco P
Yaeger, Senior Resident Engineer, Ebasco

DeBreaux, Site Support Project Engineer, Ebasco

D. Kenney, Project Manager, Tompkins-Beckwith, Inc. (T-B)
Richardson, QA Supervisor, T-B

L. Hadley, Chief Engineer, Fischbach & Moore, Inc. (F&M)
J. Ritzmann, Project QC Manager, F&M

M. Rongquillo, QA Manager, Gulf Engineering (Gulf)

Abbott, QA Supervisor, Mercury Company (Mercury)

CPmArocsoro

The NRC inspecters aTso interviewed other licensee and contractor personnel
during the course of the inspection.

A1l of the above listed personnel attended the exit interview held on
November 6, 1981.

Review of Items Reported Under 10 CFR Part 50.55(e)

During this inspection, a review was conducted of quality assurance documen=-
tation relative to the follewing items reported under 10 CFR Part 50.55(e).

(Closed) Significant Construction Deficiency: "Containment Electrical
Penetration Bolting Failure," reported in licensee letter LPL 9865,
Sentember 27, 1978.

Subsequent to the final report of December 29, 1978, for the subject signi-
ficant construction deficiency, problems encountered while implementing
corrective action necessitated additional repair. On November 5, 1981, the
NRC inspector reviewed the licensee's supplemental final report, dated July 14,
1981, and the F&M documentation of the rework. Weid repairs werz performed
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in accerdance with FCR-E-911, and sandblasting and priming of the flanges
conform to Ebasco Specification LOU 1564.734. F&M Inspection Report 306-48-337 -
shows work complete (flanges installed and mounting bolts torqued in accord-
ance with Conax Procedure IPS-374, and IPS-151, Rev. 1, respectively).

3ased on the review conducted during this inspection, this item is consid-
ered closed.

(Closed) Significant Construction Deficiency: Eight Reactor Coolant Loop
“D* Stops, manufactured by Industrial Engineering Werks, were received on
site with obvious weld deficiencies. These were reported to the NRC under
the provisions of 17 CFR Part 50.55(e) as Serious Construction Deficiency
(SCD) 15, after th  onditions had been noted by an NRC inspector and docu-
mented as an item noncompiiance in NRC Report 50-382/80-07. Follow-up
inspecticns were pe formed and this infraction was closed in NRC Report
50-382/81-07. Further follow-up actions were performed and documented in
ﬁgF Report 50-382/81-12, after access was gained to the area of the eight
' stops.

Rased on the actions documented in the abuve reports, SCD-15 is considered
closed.

(Closed) Inadequate Clearance Between Process Pipe System and Box-Type
Supports/Restraints.

The NRC inspector reviewed the corrective action plan for this deficiency, and
discussed corrective action steps with Ebasco Engineering and T-B. Correc-
tive action is being implemented and is in proc2ss. Ebasco Engineering

has performed stress analyses on the supports in question, and has submitied
results to T-B. Ebasco has indicated to T-B which supports are to be

accepted as-is, and which ones need to be reworked.

Supplemental work order 103 to contract W3-NY-11, changes the contract require-
ments on restraint gap clearances to prevent this deficiency from recurring.

This item is considered closed.

(Closed) Significant Construction Deficiency: Flexible Liquid Tight Wir-
ing Conduit Covering Failure (Anaconda), reported in licensee letter LPL 15027
on September 2, 1380.

The NRC inspector inspected the replacament and repair of conduit inside
containment ang reviewed NRC-W3-2175 ana -ework assignments 2450 and 2086.
The repair materials and the procedure were approved by Anaconda and met
the reqiirements of IEEE 384.

This item ir considered closed.



Site Tour

On November 2, 1981, the NRC inspectors walked through the Reactor and
Auxiliary Buildings to observe the progress of construction and con-
struction practices involved.

During the site tour, the NRC inspector observed that clamshell covers were
missing or danglinyg loose from numerous electrical penetrations on both the
primary and secondary sides. Penetrations 107SB and 101SA were observed

in such an unproiected condition, with no ongoing construction related
activities. A gauge for monitoring pressure was also observed missing from
penetration 120SMD. Closer inspection revealed tools and trash in pull boxes,
junction boxes, and electrical cabinets. Discussion with licensee QA repre-
sentatives confirmed that these conditions had been observed and were addressed
in memorandz referencing CMI deficiencies. Despite acknowledgement of the
conditions, penetrations throughout the plant remained unprotected.

9
'
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Paragraph 8.1.4.e of the LP&L Final Safely Analysis Report requires that
electrica)] penetration assemblies be maintained to mee! the requirements

of IEEE Standard 336-1971, paragraph £.1.2, which requires adequate barriers
and protective covers to assure items will not be damaged as a result of
adjacent construction activity. Ebasco CMI 28, Revision 8, "Care anc
Maintenance Instruction for Electrical Penetration Assemblies," paragraph D.2,
reguires adsguate protection during in-place storage from damage and deter-
fjoration as 2 result of activities and conditions in the vicinity. The
cenditions cbserved at the time of this inspection were contrary to the
above. This is considered a violation of Criterion V of Appendix B to

10 CFR 50. In response to the inspector’s concerns, on November 4, 1981,
F&M generated Surveillance Inspection Report IR 122-52-698, identifying
unprotected electrical penetra‘‘ons and initiated replacement of protective
barriers.

Electrical Penetration Assemblies

The NRC inspector reviewed the following procedures, drawings, and instructions
relative to electrical penetrations:

CP 314, Rev. § Installation of Electrical Penetrations

CP 406, Rev. 4 Testing and Maintaining Electrical Penetration
Assemblies

QCP 314, Rev. 0 Installation of Electrical Penetrations

T

IPS 151 Installation and Maintenance of Electrical
Penetration Assemblies




Conax Dwg. 73320-10002-01 Assembly Drawing
LOU 1564.258 Containment Electrical Equipment; Class 1E Equipment

CMI 28, Rev. 8 Care and Maintenance Instructions for Electrical
Penetration Assemblies

Initial review of records relative to quality aspects of penetrations will
be continued on subsequent inspections.

No violations or deviations were identified.

5. Safety-Relzted Pipe Support and Restraint Svstems

A. Review c¢f Work Procedures

The NRC inspector reviewed work procedures prepared by T-B. All
procedures reviewed pertaining to safety-related pipe support and
restraint systems were approved by authorized licensee personnel.
Procedures reviewed appear to assure the technical adequacy of
activities pertaining to safety-related pipe supports and restraint
systems, and they appear to comply with NRC reguirements and licensee
comnitments. Procedures reviewed included:

TBP-24, Rev. J hanger and Support Installation Procedure

TBP-44, Rev. D Installation and Inspection of Pipe Rupture and/or
Whip Restraints and Seismic I Structural Steel

TBP-23, Rev. B Inspection of High Strength Bolts and Calibration
of Inspection Hand Torque Wrench

TBF-33, Rev. D Procedure for Inspecting Drilled - In Expansion
Type Anchors for Seismic Class I Structures

A1l procedui es contained appropriate inspection checklist forms for
complete inspection sign-off.

B. Records Review

The NRC inspeztor reviewed records of completed pipe supperts and
restraints in the T-B records vault. The completed supports contained
all required documents such as the weld control recerd, and field
inspection checklist. A1l documents were signed, initialed and

dated in the appropriate spaces as required by procedure.

Some of the records reviewed also contained inspection records for
high strength bolts and expansion type anchers for the structural
plate attachment to the wall. The NRC inspector reviewed the test



and inspection data of both expansion type anchors and high strength
bolts. All test and inspection data appeared to comply with the
acceptance criteria as required by procedure.

The NRC inspector checked the calibration records of torque wrenches
used in the tests and inspections performed. This was done by tracing
the control tool number from the inspection data forms from the pipe
supports records. All torque wrenches appeared to be in calibration
during the period of their use.

Records reviewed are listed below by support number.

CSRR-328 Containment Spray System
CCRR-995 Component Cooling System
CCRR-241 Component Cooling System
CORR-244 Condensate System

CSRR-316 Containment Spray .ystem
CCRR-325 Component Cooling System

The NRC inspector reviewed the welders qualification records on work
perfcrmed on the above supports. All welders appeared to be gqualified
for the work performed to the specified weld procedures.

C. Observation of Work

The NRC inspector accompanied a T-B Quality Control inspector on a
routine inspection of completed pipe supports and restraints in safety-
related areas. The NRC inspector discussed procedural reguirements
and acceptance criteria for the supports under inspection. The

Quality Control inspector appeared to have adequate knowledge of both
procedural requirements and inspection criteria.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Exit Interview

The NRC inspectors met with licensee representatives at the conclusion of the
inspection on November 6, 1981. The NRC inspectors summarized the purpose,
scope, and findings of the inspection. The licensee representatives acknowl-
edged the statements with regard to the vioclation.



