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00ESTIONS ON WATERFORD 3 BASEMAT
3/26 MEETING IN BETHE5DA

.,

Allegations recently reported in a GAMRIT newspaper article and in staff
investigations concerning the GAMBIT article have lead to the assignment
of additional reviewers to evaluate the base mat adequacy. This transmittal
is a composite set of Ouestions from the reviewers, and is intended to
faciliate LP&L's preparation for the meeting on March 26, 1984 in Bethesda.

;

e 1. How many nonconfonnance reports were issued on the basemat? How many
relate to poor concrete placement practices? What were corrective
actions taken? Provide justification to substantiate your position
that these practives could not have leid to the development of cracks,

3 or localized porous zones which may be the cause of water intrusion.
/

2. Where was water table when 1977 cracks were discovered?;
i
[ 3. Is there any evidence of convex curvature due to ring wall loading?
| 4. Provide X-Section maps of not flexure over time period zero to present.

'

.

| 5. Provide complete documentation of groundwater control and foundation i
heave from the start of dewatering until the present time. Irtclude the ;

'

history of soil excavation and backfill beneath the mat. .

t

L 6. Provide the foundation loading history under each block during construction
i of the mat and walls. This should include the distribution of pressure
j under each block. 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.:

l 8. Analyse and discuss the relationship of the above variables (Os 5-7 abevel-

on the history of all observed mat cracks and leaks.

; 9. What basis is there for accepting the adequacy of construction of the first
i 3 blocks?
L

|
Af ( 10.

If engineering judgement was involved in accepting those blocks, what wast ./
the basis for that judgement? Where is it documented?|

V
i

.

11. What corrective actins were necessary for the first 3 blocks? Wat corrective*

actions were taken, and provide specifics for each pour? Where are theset
,

9 ! actions documented?

12. Were any cracks discovered in 1977 outside of the ringwall? Provide document-,

tation. If none ware discovered outside ringwall why not infer that these,

j three blocks 'were poorly constructed?
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13. Did Kominsky recopy illegible cadweld records? Under whose direction?
Why? What happened to the original records?

14 Provide supinary of actions taken following Hill's presentation of 0A
deficiencies. Provide detailed report on document review urdertaken,

'

y and all results.
)$
-! 15. Provide LP&L's evaluation of adequacy of Harstead's third report.

Does LP&L assert that it represents their views as well?

16. Provide specific basis for Harstead's conclusion that the doucnentation

problems do not affect their prior conclusion as to basemat's strength.
What documents did Hartstead review? What did he look at? Did he see
the Phearson-Brigo memo? Hill's NCR's? Other NCR's?

/ 17. Provide differential settlement contours #nr 6 month periods, starting
from early 1977 to present.

- / -18. According to the settlement cor. tours 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 seen thru? Why dosen't the crack
pattern match the given differential settlement?

.

It is possible that there are localized convex surfaces on the mat,

which are not shown in the figure (the grid is quite roughi?
'

19. Please provide all soil properties (re. results of soil tests, reports
confimed compression test results, boring records, shear modulus etc).

;

' 20. Provide all concrete property data, rebar data, placement data (ie also~

detailed as built drawings of matsi.'

71. Provide any revised calculations that include settlement effects.,
;

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

,

' 23. Memos of inspectors Hill and Davis, as reported in GAMBIT, stated that they
found a broad range of deficiencies in virtually every record packaoe
examined and the situation demanded a complete review of all civil /

structural records. What is your response to this allegatien?
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24. GAMBIT reported that there was falsification on cadweld splices of
reinforcing bars. What is LPAL's response to this allegation?

L 25. 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 hcw were they
disposed of?

26. 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?

27. 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/0C requirements affect the
structural integrity of the mat? If not, identify those allegation which
are unfounded and the basis thereof.

28. In light 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?.

29. Does maintain that the mat possesses adequate capability to resist the
design loads and confirm to the criteria commited to in the FSAR despite e
all the deficiencies and allegations listed? If yes, provide the supporting
technical basis. If not, propose specific means to resolve them and thus,

', render the mat acceptable to the staff. 5

In any case, the "as-built-mat" should be shown by the applicant, if
; feasible, to maintain adequate safety rargins to perfom its safety

function and maintain its structural integrity.

A quantitative demonstration of the "as-built" mat capacity, including '

adoption of test, monitoring and strengthening programs, if needed,
should be provided for staff review.

'

30. What is LP&L's technical rationale for explaning what has
happened (including, water seepage, potential throuch-thickness crccks,
predominently one-way cracks within containment reginn, uneven settlements,
etc) to the mat? What monitoring procram(s) has been implemented is
undenray? .What are the results of these prngrams? Did the monitorino
data show that both the cracking and water seepage problems have
stabilized and there is no sign of continued dearation? What improvements,
could be applied to the on-going programs?

31. Are there any known voids of some significant size to affect the nat
structural integrity? If yes, what are the sizes (best estinatesl and
extent of these voids? What is LP&L's suggested diposition to the issue of
voids. If no disposition is needed, what is the technical basis?

- - -.
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i

32. Conservatively assuming the existence of extensive through-cracks o' the
mat, assess the impact of the presence of water on the lona-term
stuctural integrity of rebars and mat capacity. Also assess the
same impacts due to other potential corrosive elements.

.

e

a

f
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-

1. a) How many conconformance reports were issued on the basemat? b) Epv
many related to poor concrete placement practices? c) What were corrective 1

'actions taken? d) Provide justification to substantiate your position that
these practives could not have lesd to the development of cracks or

|localized prous zones which may be the cause of water intrusion.
|

.

Response: la)

NCR's - 106 (See Attachment "A")
46 (See Attachment "B")DN's *-

42 (See Attadbaant "C")DR's -

.

Response: lb) -

,

NCR's - 7 (Placement Practices)
42 (1 on Placing Practice)(4 on Cracks)(37 on Concrete Trucks etc.)DN's -

DR's 22 (voids)-

.

NCR (See Attachment "A")
DN's (See Attachment "B")
DR's (See Attachment "C")

|
|

.

Response: Ic) .

NCR's - See Attachment "A"
See Attachment "B"DN's -

See Attachment "C"DR's -

.-

Response: Id)

These practices could not have led to the development of cracks or
f localized porous zones which may be path of water intrusion because the

deficiencies discovered were all repaired and the practices which led to
| the deficiencias were corrected.

|
|

|

|

.

:$

J
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Response: la,b,c
. . -

ATIACIDENT "A"

; NCR's Written Assinst Common Foundation Mat

Placement

. Ng NCRf

2 10 Curing temps low 1 day - Accept as is per cylinder breaks and
concrete type only requires 3 days of cure

'

7A 14 Nelson stud broken off plate - plate rejected and replaced
4 15 Nelson stud broken off plate - plate rejected and replaced

7A 16 fil bars too long - accept as is

10A 17 Rebar bent - replaced,

I 7A 18 Rebar bent during construction - replaced

j 4 19 Insufficient concrete cover - area excavated as required

5B 26 " Portion of forms removed early - compressive strength and curing
acceptable as is

8A 43 Rebar does not have proper projection - replaced

5A 9A 45 #9 dowels misplaced - replaced or bent to design location
5A 49 8 fil bars bent - replaced

7A, 13A 51 2 fil bars bent - replaced

105, 115 52 Rebar misplaced - replaced

10B 61 (Minor cut) Waterstop - bulb not affected - accept as is

10B 63 1 #6 bar aisplaced - replaced -

11B 64 Bolt bent (ainor) - accept as is

115 65 Bolt bent - replaced -

14A, 12A 66 Rabar misplaced - accept as is

10B 69 (Minor) Nicks in reber - accept as is

85 74 2 bars ' missing'. best - replaced
Ring Wall 76 Besteel clearance to form face - change configuration

115 78 2 Bars ak #A201 misplaced - moved to correct area
138 79 1 #8 Rabar 45' out of plumb - replaced

13 3 80 1 #9 Rebar 45' out of plumb - replaced

118 81 1 #9 Dowel missing - replaced

11B 82 1 #8 Rabar misplaced 5" - accept as is
115 83 1 #9 Rebar misplaced 6" - accept as is-

75 84 Rebar bent - cut off and cadweld back

| 11A 85 Rebar bent - cut off and cadweld back
i

113 87 Rebar - inadvertently cut off - cadweld back

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

(
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Resoonse: la,b.c
..

ATTAfMMENT "A" (cont'd)

12A 89 Rebar - linear indications - effective area insignificant - use
as is

19 92 Grout deposited - concrete placed on top and consolidated - use
as is - the grout has sama 28 day strength

19 93 (SCD #1) (DN-C-62) Foor placement practicas - concrete removed -
area repaired

1 95 Surface allowed to dry for short period of time - accept as is -
visual inspection performed.

3 96 - Cure temps low 4th and 5th day - minor use as is

| 1,2,3,4, 97 Cadweld sampling not followed - engineer eval - test results etc.
~ 5A&B,6,7A&E accept as is

13A 98 11 cadwalds made af ter reject - engineer eval. and QC visual
" inspection - use as is

19 102 Wrong bolts installed-bolts are same sise, only longer-use as is

15 103 1 #10 dowel missing - replaced

105 104 2 #11 bars cut - (minor) due to insignificant reduction in .

cross-sectional area - use as is -

,

9B 106 1,ow air - engineer evaluated - average 4.5% 28 day 5660 poi and ,

placement method - accept sa is

93 107 1 test interval missed - enar evaluation - 28 day 5660 poi -
., accept as is

73 108 Low air - enge evaluated - average 4.61 and 28 day 5601 psi and
I placing method - use as is

1 109 Low air - angr evaluated - average 4.71 and 28 day 5748 psi -
accept as is

| 1 110 M4 wing reve. concrete tests not performed at required intervals -
engr eval. 28 day 5748 psi and placing method - use as is'

7A 111 DN-C-29 - high sluey, DN-C-130 - concrete test not performed at
' required intervals - engr evaluated - accept as is (28 day 5335

psi slump average 3.6) |

55 113 Eigh air w/ average of 4.5% - accept as is

| 5B 114 (DN-C-134) Test sample frequency. (DN-C-147) Additional miaing |
revs - 28 day strength of 5601 psi and placement method (accept )
as is) (DN-C47,48,49 and 52) ,

!

f 55 115 Truck discharged after 60 min. - FCR-CE-83 - acceptable
'

3B 116 (DN-C-46) high slump - evaluation performed by ensr-accept as is
4 122 1) Concrete placed w/out required mixing revs.

2) Omission of test data - engr evaluated - 28 day 5441 pai,
average air 5.31 and placement method
DN-C-65,67,69,70,73675.76,80.121 sad 72

t

t. _ . . . _ . _ . . _ . . _ _ . . _ _ - _ _ _ _ . . _ -.. ... .. ... . . .. . ... _



..... . . . - .. . . . . . . . . - - . . - - . .

L
I

Response: la.b.c
.-

ATTACIDENT "A" (cont'd 1)

.

6 123 1) Conflicting test dats
2) Omission of test data - engr evaluated - method of placement
and 28 day 6128 psi DR-C74.77, and 79 DN-C-78 - accept as is ,

6 124 Exceeded mixing count - high slump - accept as is - 28 day 6128 |

psi and method of placement

6 125 1 hr time limit for concrete discharge - FCR 83 - covers this -
compresive strength average 6128 pai

19 145 Nicks in resteel - minor use as is
Void in mat - pour back

19 148 3 core holes repaired w/out proper documentation - %/engt eval.
use as is - corrective action retraining and new procedura |

,

12A 151 Resteel missing - replaced ;

15 166 "Resteel #4 dowels missing - replaced

105 178 Resteel nicked - accept as is

|N/A 181 1 #6 dowel misplaced 8 inches - accept as is .

15 187 #4 dowels missing - replaced .

19 242 Resteel cut - replaced

19 491 Repair not done correctly - removed and replaced ,

3 112 Unit we. test data omitted - strength high and replacement method
;

acceptable - use as is
128 94 1 #6 dowel does not have min cover - OK use as is

'[
1 127 1) Test data omitted or not taken at right intervals

2) Low aizing intervals - engr evaluated - 28 day 5748 psi and
placing method j

1 128 High and low air content - ave 4.6% - 28 day 5748 psi and placing |
'

methods - use as is
24 High air - engr eval - average air was 5.0% this along with

method of placement and consolidation would assure d) durability
requirements

25 Rish slump - engr eval - accepted as w/c ration, unit weight and |

strength would meet the specified requirements. j

499-4 29 1 truck high air - engr eval - next truck was 6.4% all 21 cthors
taken were acceptable

! 2 30 Concrete discharge 2 min after specified time - engr eval -
placement time did not exceed the ils hr overall time limit

;

j
4

.-.....- .. ..-..___
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Response: la,b,c

ATIACIDENT "A" (cont'd 2)

,3 32 Mixing rev count not recorded - engr eval - visual observations
and remarks on test record

S02-2 33 2 tickets low air - engr eval - average for placement 4.9% and
method of placements and consolidation would assure acceptance

2 34 Discharge time not recorded - engr eval - 72 min. batching circle
would result in aseting 60 min. delivery time requirements

S02-3 35 Low air (2 tickets) engr eval - average 4.7 this with (etc same
as below)

S02-2 36 (2 tickets) low air - engr eval - air average 4.9%. This with the
method of placement and consolidation assures durability reqats

2 37 (1 ticket) high slump - engr eval - use as is based on unit
weight and strength data

IdB 39 ' Rain in placement concrete placed improperly - enar evaluation -
repair, core sample and compressive strengths

10A 40 1 ticket high air - use as is - enar eval - air 5.5% average in
placement - method of placement and consolidation.

10A 41 Test freq - use as' is - engr eval 7 day 4010 and 3530 psi and
* slump and air consistant

131 Test freq - see #137
132 Batch info see #137
130 High slump see i137

138 Air and slump high - use as is see #137
139 Test freq - see #137
137 Testing frequ - eng and QA use as is - corrective action see memo

fram W. C. Griggs.

11B 141 Righ air and no tests or cylinder taken at the right intervals -
use as is - corrective action u/a memo from W. C. Griggs

N/A 146 Specific gravity - fine aggregate engr eval - minor deviation and
cylinder breaks use as is 113

174 DN-C-113 Righ slump - angr evaluation - 28 day 4870 psi isolated
incident - accept as is

ALL 7154 Curing - engr eval - use as is

ALL 7150 QV inspectors certs - % aval - use as is

ALL 7151 QV inspectors eye exame - QA eval - use as is

ALL 7152 QV inspectors eye exams - QA eval - use as is
ALL 7153 Curing - enar eval - use as is

ALL 7149 QV inspector carts - QA evaluation of exp/ training use as is

. _ . . ___ .. _. .__ ....__ . _ _ _ . . _ . . _ . . _
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i

tesponse: la,b c
.-

ATTACIDEhT "A" (cont'd 3)

ALL 7353 Mix designs - engr evaluated (use as is have FCR's)
ALL 7353 Concrete mix design - eng eval - use as is have FCR's)
ALL 7154 Mixing cura dates - eng eval - use as is

ALL 7153 Missing cura dates - eng eval - use as is based of weather temp.
,

ALL 7152 No eye exam - eng eval - as is based on previous carts
ALL 7151 No eye exam - eng eval - use asis /all have eye exam in cert.

package now
'

ALL 7150 No inspection certion file - eng eval - use as is based on exp
and'

ALL 7149 Inspected prior to certs - ens eval - use as. is based on prior
exp/ training and successfule completion of training

78 31 ~ Air content of concrete - eng eval - use as is based on overall
air content 4.7%

,

502-4 12 One truck icv mix rey conut - eng eval - use as is - letter on
'

concrete drta revoluation

504-16 414 Concrete void - engr eval - chip out and replace

S03-19 341 Concrete coating prior to placement of repair - enar eval -
remove and replace

T
CFS 273 Resteel aisplaced - engr eval - add resteel
BASE 6212 concrete cracks - engr eval - use as is - based on findings there
MAT RAB is no stability or corrosion problems

ALL 6245 Cadwalds (authenticity of signatures or initials - N/A for
cracking in CFM

ALL 6234 Cadwelding - N/A for cracking in CFM

ALL 7481 Cadwelding - N/A for cracking in CFM
*

f S02-4 11 Nigh slump - engr eval - use-as-is - new test taken on truck,
found acceptable - people re-instructed

.

.

t
_ _ . _

- .

l
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Response: la,b,c
,

ATTACEMENT "B"

Ebasco Base Mat DN's Where an NCR was not Initiated

Date DN# Placementi Description C.A.
,

11-19-75 C-5 499-502-3 Rebar offset Moved to correct
location

12-10-75 C-7 499-502-6 Cracks & rockpockets Chipped out &
inface repaired

12-18-75 C-12 499-502-1 Cracks in face Chipped out &
repair

212 16-75 C-13 499-502-2 Cracks in face Chipped out &
repair

01-08-76 C-27 499-S02-6 Cracks & rockpockets Chipped out &
inface repair

02-03-76 C-55 499-802-78 Water stop lefe , Repaired il

02-10-76 C-61 499-S02-105 Misplaced batch tickets Accept-as-is )
and no records on <

concrete discharge

02-10-76 C-62 499-502-10B Excessive time on truck Accept-es-is

02-10-76 C-63 499-502-10B Excessive time on truck Accept-as-is

02-10-76 C-65 499-502-105 Excessive time on truck Accept-es-is

02-10-76 C-72 499-502-6 Low air Accept-as-ia

02-10-76 C-78 499-502-6 Excessive mixing Accept-as-is

03-09-76 C-92 499-803-11B Oilone reber Rebar cleaned
499-803-135

03-22-76 C-105 499-503-138 Testing time Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-106 499-803-135 Low air Accept-as-is

03-22-76 C-107 499-803-135 Testing Frequency Accept-as-is

03-22-76 C-108 499-503-11B Testing Frcquency Accept-as-is

03-22-76 C-109 499-803-118 Low air Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-114 499-502-5A High air Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-115 499-502-5A Added water twice Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-116 499-802-5A Added water Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-117 499-502-5A Recording error Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-118 499-502-5A Recording error Use-as-is

-. . . . . - . . . . . - . . . . , . . - . . . - - - . . . - . . -. .

4
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Response: la,b.c
. . -

ATTACIDENT "B" (cont'd)

Date DNd Placementf Description C.A.

03-22-76 C-119 499-S02-5A Recording error Use-as-is

03-22-76 C-120 499-502-5A Test-frequency Use-as-is

03-25-76 C-130 499-S02-7A Test-frequency Use-as-is

03-25-76 C-133 499-502-73 Excessive time on truck'Use-as-is
03-25-76 C-145 499-502-8A Excessive time on truck Use-as-is

03-29-76 C-147 499-S02-5B Add water w/no revs on Use-as-is
truck'

04-20-76 C-152 499-802-2 Test not taken Use-as-is

04-28-76 C-153 499-503-16 Layers excessive in Inspectors
height. Layers sloped. Retrainedi

excessive flow .

-

04-28-76 C-154 499-801-14A Spill over on steps & Inspectors
excessive height Retrained

05-03-76 C-155 499-501-13A, Mix revs exceeded FCR-CH-117

03-26-76 C-158 499-502-8B Excessive time FCR-CE-83

05-01-76 C-166 499-502-19 let truck not tested Accept-as-is

|
pumping problems

05-12-76 C-170 499-802-5A Insufficient drum revs Use-as-is
05-31-76 C-176 499-503-18 Excessive Slump Use-as-is

06-03-76 C-181 499-503-12A Correlation test not Use-as-is
taken

06-04-76 C-182 499-803-12A Excessive slump Use-as-is

06-15-76 C-183 499-503-12A Test frequency exceeded Use-es-is

06-15-76 C-184 499-503-12A No discharSe tian on Use-as-is>

' ticket

06-15-76 C-185 499-503-12R No peep discharSe Use-as-is
semple

j 06-17-76 C-187 499-502-4 Test irequency exceeded Use-as-is

1 06-17-76 C-188 499-501-15 Excessive slump Accept-es-is

06-18-76 C-189 499-503-135 Escessive slump Accept-as-is

06-24-76 C-190 499-801-14A Cure box too hot Accept-as-is

|
,

_ __ - ..
--

- -

. . . - - , - ._,_,,,-.__m.. _,--,m. ,,,_,,__,--_,___-._,m___.,_,_.m_.__ _ .- -._.__,_.___.--__.-.,_~_m , - .--_ _ _ . . .--._ -.-
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Response: la.b.c
.-

ATIACIDSNT "C"

J. A. Jones Ba'se Mat DR's Where an NCR was Not Initiated

Date DRf Placementi Description C.A.

04-08-76 5 499-S03-125 (Gouge) Waterstop Ra' pair RIR-200-7

04-12-76 6 499-S01-12A (Gouge) Waterstop Repair RIR-200-7

04-14-76 7 499-801-13A (Gouge) Waterstop Repair 111-200-7

04-20-76 8 499-803-16 (Gouge) Fipe Trench Repair
Frama

04-22-76 10 499-301-12A Defective concrete FCE-50

04 23-76 11 - 499-501-14A Defectiva concrete 7CR-50

04-26-76 12 499-803-19 (Gouge) 9" F.V.C. Repair 111-200-7
! waterstop

04-27-76 13 499-501-15 " Void" under waterstop Eqpair FCR-50

{ 04-27-76 14 499-501-15 " Void" under waterstop Repair FCR-50

( 04-27-76 15 499-301-15 " Void" under waterstop Rapair FCR-50

04-27-76 16 499-501-15 (Gouge) waterstop Repair 11R-200-7
FCR-50

04-29-76 17 499-501-15 (Gouse) waterstop Repair 113-200-7-

f 04-30-76 19 499-501-15 (Gouse) waterstop Repair FCR-50
l 04-30-76 20 499-801-15 Void in concrete Repair FCR

Dry pack 50

05-03-76 21 499-501-15 Void in concrete Repair FCR
Dry pack 50

[ 05-03-76 22 499-503-17 Bent atsis on frame Bend back
; Frame
L

L 05-04-76 25' 499-803-17 Voids under waterstop Dry pack /
FCR-50

'

05-04-76 26 499-803-17 Voids under/over Dry pack /
,

; waterstop Repair FCR-50

05/06/76 29 499-503-19 Void concrete Backfill with
499-803-17

05/06/76 30 499-803-19 Void concrete Backfill with
499-503-17

i

- - - . _. _ _ . - ._ . , - . . ~ - _.- -. -- ~. - ......-.-
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Response: la b.c> ,_

ATIACIDGNT "C" (cont'd)
.

Date DRf Placemened. Description C.A.

05-17-76 33 499-503-17 Void under waterstop Four with 499-503-17
05-12-76 36 499-S03-19 Concrete Void Pour with $68-8
05-12-76 38 499-503-18 Void under waterstop Dry pack FCR-CH-50

05-17-76 40 499-503-18 Void above/below Dry pack FCR-CH-50
waterstop

05-17-76 42 499-503-18 Void above/balow Dry pack FCR-CH-50
waterstop

05-17-76 43 499-503-18 Void above/below Dry pack FCR-CH-50

'

waterstop

05-17-76 44 499-503-18 Serial Ro's Logged on embed sht.
05-18-76 45 499-503-16 Rydraulic oil spill Remove

18.113,135
,

05-19-76 46 499-503-18 voids in concrete Dry pack
,

05-19-76 47 499-503-18 Voids in concrete Dry pack I

05-20-76 48 499-501 3FH & W Damaged waterstop Repair IIR-200-7
,

05-20-76 49 499-803-16 Concrete Voids Dry pack
05-20-76 50 499-503-18 Clam shell not covered Cover with visqueen

i by and met prior to placement
05-24-76 50 499-803-18 Gouges in waterstop Repair R11-200-7

05-27-76 54 499-803-19 Voids in concrete Dry pack FCR-152
i 05-28-76 36 499-503-113 & Rydraulic oil spill Remove

499-802-103*

| 06-02-76 58 499-801-12A Gouges in water stop Repair IIR-200-7
06-04-76 59 499-803-18 Yoids under elevator Repair FCR-152

pit

06-09-76 63 499-801-7FR & W Damaged waterstop Repair FCR-CH-110
; IIR-300-120

06-09-76 64 499-802-105 Cadweld at wrong Use-as-is
i elevation

06-09-76 65 499-502-9A Cadweld at wrong Use-as-is
elevation

06-28-77 77 499-803-18 Gouse in waterstop Repair IIR-200-7

,{
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2. Where was water table when 1977 cracks were discovered?

Response:

At the time of discovery the ground water in the shell fill beneath the mat
was at about elevation -20 ft. or about 15 feet above the top of the mat.
(FSAR Figure 2.5-113: " Piezometer, Heave Point and Extensonater Responses
Sh. 3 of 5).
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3. la there any evidence of convex curvature due to_rins wall loading?

Response:

Attached is a graph (Figure ES-3) reflecting the contours obtained from the
maps generated on April 22, 1977 November 10, 1977, and October 9, 1979.
These curves reflect a before mat (ring wall) loading, af ter ring wall
placement and a majority of concrete constructica complete. These contours
do reflect a convex mac with maximum differential of two inches (2").
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4. Provide X-Section maps of met flexure over time yeriod zero to present.

Response:

The following sketches reflect the sat by block and point settlement as
monitored. Two full size copies have been provided for staff use.

SK-1564-15.10-G-25.1 1
SK-1564-15.10-G-26.1 i

SK-1564-15.10-G-27.1
g @ dow % d -SK-1564-15.10-G-28.1

SK-1564-15.10-G-29.1
SK-1564-15.10-G-30.1

'

SK-1564-15.10-G-35.0
SK-1554-15.10-C-35.1

O'

J? >
b \#g

.w f V.

t* f*
. \, p

-r
.

i

!

4

!

.

.

8

6

3 e, e ee= we e e
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5. a) Provide complete documentation of groundwater _ control and foundation
heave from the start of dewatering until the present tias. b) Include the
history of soil excavation and backfill beneath the mat.

Response: Sa)

Groundwater control and foundation heave from the start of devatoring
until recent time are exhibited in FSAR Fig. 2.5-113 (sheets 1/5 to 5/5).

Response: 5b)

The history of excavation and backfill is provided in FSAR Figures 2.5-102
and 2.5-103.
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6. Provide the foundation load'ing history under each block duries construction
of the mat and walls. This should include the distribution of pressure
under each block. Include the location and history of loads due to
backfilling ad'jacent to foundation blocks.

'

Response:

,A computer program was developed and maintained weekly to monitor the
placements made. Accumulative soil stresses were identified and
maximum / min 4== total stresses were notad N -- finures and the

differential stresses were reviewed.Qatial sQdid not exceed,

the nazimum allowable of 1.0 KSF. % 4

As can be noted on the Composite Foundation Mac Settisment (Figure 2.5-117
in the FSAR), recharging of the water table began in late 1977 and was
graduany charged until completion in late 1979. Recharging coemenced
based on total stresses achieving the 4.5 KSF criteria. The initiation of

j recharging the sat was approximately week no. 85 of construction.

i Distribution of pressure under each block was not maintained since the mac
was considered as a single mat.

Backfining sad concrete construction was established through drawing no.
LOU-1564-G-490 " General Nuclear Plant Island Structure Construction
-Sequence". This drawing provided the evaluation criteria for top of
concrete as related to top of fill. Generally, construction was sequenced
to place concrete ,(walls / floors, etc.) uniformany by constructing the
buildings with min 1=r.1 dif ferentiation in loading. Sonsequently,
backfining operations followed suit and maintained a uniformity of
placement as won.
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7. Provide complete settlement history for each block from initial pouring
until the present time.

.

Response:

The settlement drawings listed (attached) in response to question four (4)
provide the settlement picture by block placement until 1981. At this
time, the number of settlement points was reduced to eight (8).
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k

Analyze and discuss the relationship of the above variables (Qs 5-7) on8.
-

the history of all observed sat cracks and leaks.

Response:

The initial detection of mat cracks was made in aid 1977 when the concrete
surface beneath the reactor conts4===nt was cleaned up and prepared for,

concrete fill placement. These cracks were identified by the minor water
seepage caused by the temporary high groundwater level beneath the mat.
This high groundwater level was shortly thereaf ter lowered by increasing
the capacity of the dewatering system.

No other cracks were detected at that time and no organized search was
made for such.

In 1983, a series of cracks was detected and mapped. These cracks, along
with those found in 1977, show a pattern generally following the pattern
of mac differential settlement. The width of the cracks and the spacing
of them shows a very low state of stress. The cracks were found to be not
asasurable in width and could be identified in some cases only by noist
concrete and in some cases only by a line of old leachate now dry. This
shows that the cracks were created at some time previous to 1983 since it
takes considerable time for leachate to form a measurable residue when the
moisture flow carrying it is very low.

The entire process which resulted in amt differential settlements, namely
stressing the underlying soils above a level which they originally had
been exposed to, was completed in mid 1979 and no further significant not
or differentis1' settlements have occurred since and are not expected in

;

I the future.
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9. What basis is there for accepting the adequacy of construction of the first
3 blocks? .

,

Response:

Waterford 3 Quality Standard

Prior to Placement 6, on December 2,1975, the Waterford 3 Project -

underwent extensive development and gained significant construction
QA experience during the extended qualification programs for the
concrete batch plant, the concrete materials (cament, aggregates and
admixtures) and the design mixes. During this period prior to
Placement 6 the project also gained experience in the development
and conduct of quality programs for soils, reinforcing steel and
cadwelding. LP&L takes credit for establishing a high quality
standard for the whole project during the pre-placement period,
which carried over into the placement of the basemat. This highi

| quality standard has been established and maintained throughout the
project history. ,

Observation of Placement 6

Since basemat Placement 6 was the first Class I placement, there
was much interest in LP&L, Ebasco, and the concrete contractor to
assure that the placement was carried out in a quality manner.
Preplacement inspections were extremely detailed and received

,

input from many project personnel beside those inspectors who
,

actually signed the inspection reports. In addition to the
official Quality Control efforts of both Ebasco and the coscrete
contractor (which, alone, represents considerably more than mini ==
Quality control coverage), the placement was observed by several
LP&L QA employees, LP&L project employees, Ebasco QA employees,
management personnel of Ebasco and the concrete contractor and two
NRC inspectors. It is not typical to document such partidpation,,

but many of these observers can attest to their presence during
the placement.

.

During the conduct of Placement 6, several problems were encountered.
The problems were formally documented by Ebasco (JG-75-12-2,

|
dated 12-2-75) and LP&L (W35-75-635, dated 12-2-75). It is noteworthy
that, despite the deficiencies which were documented, neither author
made any direct statements or recommendations that the quality of the
placement itself should be investigated. On the contrary, both authors
(and others) attest to the fact that in-process corrective action was,

I

taken, thus preventing the placement itself from being suspect.

Consistent with the project quality standards, however, neither the
author of the two reports, nor their superiors, desired the continued
necessity for the type of intense in-process corrective action
required during placement 6. The purposes of the reports, as
attested by their authors, were to cause generic and programmatic
corrective action by the concrete contractor, so as to assure that

.. future placements would be conducted with better control. To
'! further assure mutual understanding of the deficiencies and to

expedite their resolution, a meeting was held on December 5, 1975
s

,!
'

u
.
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Response: (Continued)

which included representation from LP&L, Ebasco and the concrete ;

contractor. Resolution of the documented deficiencies were
adequate to allow the concrete contractor to proceed with the
next placement.

:.,
Basemat Placement 1

|

Besenat Placement 1 occurred on December 8, 1975. Corrective action
on the deficiencies recorded during Placement 6, was obviously
effective. No QA deficiency reports were issued. The improvement in
concrete contractor performance was, therefore, adequate to allow !
the concrete contractor to proceed with the placement sequence.

i
i

Basemat Placement 2
1

Basemat Placement 2 occurred on December 11, 1975. The corrective
action effected during Placement 1, although present to some extent
during Placement 2, obviously did not meet the quality standard of
LP&L. An LE&L QA surveillance report (W35-75-645, dated 12-11-75) was
issued, listing deficiencias detected during the conduct of Place-
ment 2. Since the concrete contractor apparently could not sustain
the quality standards expected during the conduct of concrete
placements on the basis of QA audit reports, surveillance reports,
and meetings LP&L QA decided to issue Stop Work Order Number 1 ,

(SWO-1) in order to assure both Ebasco and the concrete contractor |

that LP&L was serious about project quality standards. Again.
' it is noteworthy that neither the LP&L QA surveillance report nor y

the Stop Work Order itself, make mention of any need for investi- 3

gation into the quality of Placement 2. Participants attest to the

i fact that the placement itself was accomplished satisfactorily,
i, albiet with considerable effort.
!-

Follow-on concrete placements

Following th% issuance of SWO-1, a high level meeting was callad
to discuss and resolve the SUD-1 issues. Following implementation
of programatic corrective action to the satisfaction of LPEL, the
Stop Work Order was lifted and placement of the basemat proceeded
without significant incident, with the exception of placements
10B and 19.

' During the conduct of placements 10B and 19, the concrete contractor
encountered problems which were unique to those placements. It is
noteworthy that thesa two placements were subjected to substantial
investigation and repair, including a combined total of 302 core
borings. The purpose in pointing out these intensive offorts
(including an independent evaluation in the case of Placement 10B)
is to emphasise that LP&L has not been bashful in demanding
assurance of the quality of Waterford 3 construction. Had the

,

actual quality of Placements 6,1, and 2 been suspect, LP&L and/or
| Ebasco would most assuredly have demanded investigative measures.
;

!
!
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Response: (Continued)

Phearson' memorandum

On December 15, 1975, four days after Basemat Placement 2, a
hand-written "Afteraction Report" was written by a
Mr. F. L. Phearson, an Ebasco Quality Assurance Engineer who
participated in Placement 2, to Mr. W. C. Griggs, then Ebasco
Senior Quality Control Supervisor. The Phearson memorandum
lists deficiencies in the conduct of Placement 2 which are
equivalent to some of the deficiencies listed in the previously
discussed LP&L and Ebasco QA reports of December 2 and 11, 1975.
Mr. Griggs does not recall seeing the memorandum at the time,
and LP&L first became aware of it in' aid 1983. LP&L vishes to
make one speculative and two factual points regarding the Phearson

*

memorandum.
,

1. Factus1 - The deficiencies listed in the Phearson
memorandum had already been identified in LP&L and
Ebasco QA reports, along with other deficiencies ' .

not mentioned in the Phearson meno.

2. Speculative - On the hypothetical assumption that
Mr. Griggs actually saw ene memorandum (he does not
recall seeing it), it is reasonable to assume that
he would consider it moot, since he already had in
his possession the LP&L QA surveillance report, -

which included the same deficiencies and more.
,

3. Factual - The Phearson memorandum does not speci-
'fically state that Placement 2 is suspect, nor does

it recommend or imply the need for investigation of
the placement. Phearson did not leave the Waterford

g 3 project until aid April, 1976.

Considering the rec - dation in his memorandum, it is reasonable
to conclude that Phearson's motives in writing the memorandum I

,
were similar to those of others who reported deficiencies in the

# conduct of Placements 2 and 6 - that is, to effect programatic i

improvements in the conduct of future concrete placements.

Conclusion:

Based on this information, the actual performance of the sat to
date, the internal review and evaluation, the independent review
and evaluation and the extreme conservatism in the sat design,
LP&L has adequate confidence that the basemat will perform satis-
factor 11y in service.

'

|

!

A
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.

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

.

Response:

Placements 6, 1, and 2 were conforming placements. As such, no
engineering evaluations nor engineering judgements were required
to support their adequacy. See also the responses to Questions
9, 11, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29.
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11. W at. corrective actions were necessary for the first 3 blocks? What
corrective actions were taken, and provide specifies for each pour? Where

*

are these actions documented?

Response: ,

!

Two types of corrective action were effected with respect to basemat
Placements 6, 1, and 2, the first three basemat placements. The
following discussions characterize both.

A. In-process corrective action _.

During the conduct of basemat placements 6 and 2, and to a
smaller extent, placement 1, corrective action was taken
as deficiencies. wore detected. These corrective measures
resulted from the fact that there were so many " inspectors",
including the official Ebasco and concrete contractor
inspectors (who would actually sign the inspection documents).*

Ebasco and LP&L QA personnel, and others. Although these
placements occurred in excssa of eight years ago, the
significance of these placements (essentially the first
substantial permanent safety related work at Waterford 3)
and review of site records have refreshed the memories of
key personnel. Attachment A represents the recollection
of in-process corrective actions taken during each of the
three placements.

"

| B. Prograsmarie Corrective Action ,

.! .

!
Because of the recurrence of some operational problems requiring
in process correction, LP&L issued Stop Work Order #1. The Stop Work
Order was not issued because there was concern about the integrity of
the'ipork completed or in progress, but to stress the urgency of
eliminating the recurrence of problems. Stop Work Order #1 was based
on the findings in three QA sudit reports:

1. Ebasco Audit Report JG-75-12-2 written on Placement 499502-6 on
December 2, 1975.

2. LP&L QA Site Surveillance Report W35-75-64S written on Placement
6 on December 2, 1975.

3. LP&L QA Site Surveillsace Report W35-75-635 written on Placement
2 on December 11, 1975.

Attachment B presents each of the audit findings, the contractor
responses, and the final LP&L resolution for each ites. Attachment B
sddresses the first and third placements (Placement 6 and 2). The
second placement (Placement 1) was quite unsventful and no QA audit
report was generated.

I

i

b- - . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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Easponse: (1.1 Continued)
4

ATTACHMENT A

Audit Report No. JG-75-12-2 (Placement 499S02-6)

ITEM 4: Not enough vibrators were provided for adequate vibration or to make
provisions for breakdown of equipment.

This finding directs attention to the fact that the auditor was unable to
locate (within the immediate area of the placement) extra vibrators for
backup in the event of malfunction of vibrators in use. However, no
malfunction of vibrators was actually detected. The correceive action

response from the contractor to Ebasco Q.A. states that..."During the.

|- actual pour, a total of twelve (12) vibrators were in operation with ten
| (10) more as back-up directly adjacent to the pour area." Therefore, the

auditor concluded that the contractor's personnel contacted for
| verification of this item was not aware of where the back-up vibrators were

located and that in reality no finding any have actually existed.'

Subsequent to this pour, the contractor instituted pre-pour meetings
attended by all cognizant supervisory personnel to assure a complete
understanding of the contents of applicable work procedures and the
applicable pour plan.

ITEM 5: Workmen deviated from placir.g procedure; it was apparent that workmen'
,

were not cognizant with placing procedure.

This finding identified that workmen deviated from the placing sequence
depicted on the pour plan. Concrete placement-inspection report dated
12-2-75 indicates that at 9:00 a.m. the contractor was not placing the
concrete using the stepping procedure as outlined in their placement
diagram. It further states that steps were taken to correct this condition
by building up the north side at a faster rate.

,

ij'
) ITEM 12: It was observed that improper use of vibrators and insufficient

vibration resulted in honeycomb.

The. auditor observed that improper use of vibrators and insufficient
j vibration resulted in honeycomb. This statement relates to an exterior
b surface area of the placement aw==ined once forms were removed. The

condition observed is docusented on concrete pour plan fora dated!

December 8, 1985. Extent of honeycomb was relatively minor and was
concentrated around the horizontal waterstop located towards the top edge
of the placement. Espairs were satisfactorily accomplished as noted on the

-concrete pour plan form.

'

|
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Response: (11' Continued)
| Attachment A

i

ITEM 13: At times height of drop exceeded the 5 foot limit.i

i

) While in certain isolated instances the height of drop for the concrete
exceeded the 5 foot limit, no actual separation / segregation was detected.' '

These occurrences were brought to the attention of the contractor's'

supervisory personnel who in turn verbally issued corrective action
,

directives.

ITEM 16: It was observed that for some loads that as much as 15 minutes elapsed
before the discharge time was recorded; consequently, an incorrect time was
recorded.

The auditor monitored the actions of the inspectors checking the incoming
i concrete mixers and on a couple of instances noticed that the time elapsed

between the start of discharge of concrete and recordation by Q.C. was
approximately 15 minutes. These occurrences were brought to the
attention of the Q.C. Supervisor / Land present. Action taken va to assign an
additional inspector to monitor this facet of the operation. Additionally,
a check of the batch tickets revealed that all tracks were discharged

,

within the one hour time limit.

i
| .

ITEM 21: Improper handling of cylinders resulted in uncircular specimens, also
1[;

Hi-Lo thermometers were not provided until late evening.'

1

The observation ande detected that one set of concrete cylinders were
somewhat out-of-round at the top. Also, that thermometers were not readily
available to monitor the curing of test cylinders.- These occurrences were
a one time isolated event sad corrective action included re-instruction of,

| personnel and an adequate supply of thermometers procured and made
| available at point of need prior to initiation of concreting operations.
,

ITIM 24: Skip pen was observed to stand on top of the mat for several minutes
! prior to testing of the concrete which was in the skip pan.
.

I

j The concern expressed was that the skip pan which contained the concrete to
be used for testing was observed to remain on the mat for an extended period ,

|
j of time prior to testing. This condition was a one time occurrence due to

insufficient number of cranes available for use handling the sampling of
j:
|

concrete. Action taken was to provide equipment assigned solely to the
|. sampling of concrete.

i,

| |

4 |

! ,

,
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Response: (11 Contined)
Attachment A

Item #25: Workmen were observed to shovel concrete from the ground into the
pumps, thus contaminating the conrete with shell.

This finding identifies that A workman was observed shoveling concrete that
had spilled on to the ground from the pump hopper back into the hopper.
The corner edge of the shovel caught a bit of shall which in turn was
dumped into the hopper. The amount of shell was insignificant but practice
of picking up concrete from the ground was discouraged. This was a one
time occurrence which was corrected on the spot by the contractor's
Superintendent. On subsequent placements, the use of plywood was utilized
under the pumps to keep any concrete that may spill over off the ground.

Item #26: Documentation of tests and checklists were observed to be in error
and omissions of data and signatures exists.

A review of concrete placement records subsequent to completion of the
placement revealed certain irregularities. Correctise action taken was
re-instruction of Q.C. personne1*and information retrieved which permitted
correction of the irregularities. It should be noted that none of the
irregularities impacted the as-built condition of the placement.

D 1.
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Response: (11 Continued)
Attachment A .

Audit Report No. W35 75-64S (Placement 499 S02-6)

| OBSERVATI0ttS: ,

1. Contrary to Section I Paragraph 10.9, concrete was placed even though it
exceeded specification requirements.

CateENT:

This observation resulted from a difference in understanding between LP&L
and Ebasco. Ebasco Engineering has stated in a November 24, 1975,
memorandum that the slump could range between 1 and 5 inches. Since only
one latch exceeded the requirement (5 3/4 inch slump), this was a+

non-problem. This one case of out-of-specification slump was documented
t and resolved on D.N. #C-77.
p

i

| 2. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.2, concrete received disturbing shocks
and vibrations from reinforcing steel which was set in motion by concrete

-pump discharges.
t

ColeENT:

This problem was noted early in the placement. It was quickly corrected by
J. A. Jones long before any concrete had set. The purpose of the comment
was to formally notify J. A. Jones and Ebasco concerning this observation
so that it could be prevented on futura placements.

3. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 4.13, concrete was inadequately vibrated.

J
2

1 There were some instances during the placement where minor deviations from
the correct vibrating procedure was noted. These deviations occurred when
the operator slightly exceeded the required spacing between vibrating

| operators, or did not insert the vibrator in a perfectly vertical manner.
These deviations were minor in nature and were corrected by J. A. Jones on

the spot.

I 4. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.1, curing water was not continuously
maintained on all exposed surfaces.

H
l
i

L
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Response: (11 Continued)
Attachment A

C000ENT:
i

The word "all" is important here. There were a few instances where;

standing water was not on a few square feet of localized high surface area-

| of the placement. These areas were damp. This was not a major problem as
| J. A. Jones was conscientious in maintaining adequata curing during all
I placements. J. A. Jones took inmediate action to assure that all areas of

the placement were continuously covered.

5. Contrary to ACI 318 - Rebar was improperly spaced in some areas of the
placement.

) C(DGENT:
:

: This was a practical problem caused by bulkheads, interferences with
[ embedded items, and cleaner for concrete pumping equipment. The deviation

from drawings were minor in nature, usually smounting to fractions of an
inch. These problems were corrected by J. A. Jones on the spot.

I
!

l 6. Personnel involved in placement activities were not aware of or failed to
follow J. A. Jones Co., " Concrete Pour Plan".

| CODGENT:

|

| This cousnent centered around difficulty in keeping with the inter " stair
i- stepping procedure" for concrete placement. Documentation to this effect
| can be found in the Ebasco Concrete Placement Inspection record (form no.

| 6CIP 7-1, 11-30-75) for placement no. 499 S02-6 (12-2-75). See 0900 hours
entry in the record. (

; _ 7. Several Ebasco concrete test records (form no. QC18-7-2, 11-30-75) were not
) completely filled out.

C(3 GENT:

Problems with the records noted during the placement were minor in nature*

!_ and were usually corrected on the spot. Considering that this was the
f first placement, the inspection documentation was, in fact, very good.
|

|
|

|

!
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1- Response: (11' Continued)
Attachment A

: ITEM 11: Corrective action not taken by some of Ebasco personnel after being
', brought to their attention by LP&L.
;

2 ColeE7: ._,

4

This corrective action was taken by LP&L. (Corrective action giving
directions in problem areas were needed, but also to make Ebasco aware of
some training was needed by their personnel.)

,

ITEM 12: Complete failure by most to meet requirements of procedures and-
- specifications.
.

*

CateGNT:
.

Complete failure by most to meet requirements of procedures and
specifications does not imply that all personnel were not qualified to
perform their duties, but there were some which indeed needed training.'

Such as:

1. The limit of acceptable drop of concrete from end,of tramie or hose.

2. The proper thickness of placement layers not exceeding the 20 inches.
,

3. Proper use of vibrators. q

ITEM 13: No evaluation of crack growth in vest wall of pour #6 until brought to<

the attention of supervisors by LP&L.

I C0teGNT:

Was so stated to maka Ebasco evaluate the crack and take necessary action
on the matter. See Ibasco response to this observation dated December 17,
1975. F-4614 4.0.
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Response: (11' Continued)
Attachment A

ITEM 11: Corrective action not taken by some of Ebasco personnel after being
brought to their attention by LP&L.

*

ColGGNT:

| This corrective action was taken by LP&L. (Corrective action giving
; directions in problem areas were needed, but also to make Ebasco aware of
| some training was needed by their personnel.)

ITElf 12: Complete failure by most to meet requirements of procedures and
j specifications.

!

| CalGENT:
!

Complete failure by aest to meet requirements of procedures and
specifications does not imply that all personnel were not qualified to

'

perform their duties, but there were scoe which indeed needed training.
Such as:

1. The limit of acceptable drop of concrete from and of tremia or hose.

i 2. The proper thickness of piscenent layers not exceeding the 20 inches. ~

!

j 3. Proper use of vibrators. (

ITEM 13: No evaluation of crack growth in west wall of pour #6 until brought to
the attention of supervi rt by LP&L.

CateerT:

[ Was so stated to make Ebasco evaluate the crack and take necessary action
on the matter. See Ebasco response to this observation dated December 17,

i
'

1975. F-4614 4.0.l

!

!

.
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Response (11' Continued)i

Attachment A

,

Surveillance Report W3S-75-63S (Placement No. 499502-2)

'
*

OBSERVIATI0 tis:

1. Rejected concrete being used.

2. n asco inspector's rejection of concrete overriden by n asco QC Supervisor.

| COISENT:
.

This statement was made on Batch No. 001441, so action would be taken,'

correcting any doubt about a concrete mix in question. See nasco response.

i to Surveillance Report No. W35-75-63S, which states in part: " instructed
all D asco Q.C. personnel this date to have verification test made on*

questionable items prior to release for use. .

! 3. Concrete allowed to be placed that could not be vibrated under rebar.

CateENT:
4 O ,

This concrete was removed from the placement imediately. Afteri *

notification by LP&L Q.A the cause of the proulen was from a plugged pump ,

line. |

-From there on a container was used to catch out of specification concrete.

4. Concrete being vibrated'in order to flow from truck chute.

C000ENT:

This was being done by a J. A. Jones' laborer to assist the flow of

['
concrete to pump hopper. This procedure was stopped when he first started
by LP&L Q.A.

;Again stated to employment corrective action.

5. Continuous use of low slump out of specification concrete after being
warned by LP&. (Bad to have QA Corporation at Placement correct).

COISBNT:

This was stated because of a dryer six which could cause pumping problems
sad delays in placement. .

,

This concrete was acceptable, but had a lower slump for concrete to be
Pumped.

.

. - - _ - - ,..
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Response: (11' Continued)
* Attachment A

Item #6: Concrete being controlled before pump hoppers by J. A. Jones.

C099ENT:
, _

This was stated so J. A. Jones would not have any control on acceptance or
rejection of concrete which they placed.

Item.#7: Dry concrete being removed from discharge hose and being permitted to
drop in placement area. (Was made to remove by LP&L).

*

C010ENT:'
,

Again stated so J. A. Jones would school their employees in the useof a
catch plan. See J. A. Jones reply to W3S-75-63S, which states in part:,

"when a transport line becomes plugges, the area underneath the cleaning
operations on the top sat will be covered to prevent the concrete dropping
through the top mat into the pour area.

Item #8: Improper placement of concrete.
*

C0teENT:

So stated even though corrections were on the spot, so J. A. Jones would be i

aware of these problems and make necessary corrections to these areas.

; 1. Improper use of vibrators by not inserting the vibrator in the proper
;i vertical pcsition.

|+
'

2. At times height of drop exceeded the 5 foot limit.

3. Allowing the concrete triemie to swing while pumping concrete.

Item #9: Inadequate supervision by J. A. Jones.

L COISENT:
|

| So stated so J. A. Jones would increase their supervision at placement
areas.

i

Item #10: Inadequate supervision by Ebasco.

CateENT:

So stated so Ebasco would increase their supervision at placement area.

'I
t
!

u
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Response: (11' Continued)

ATTACHMENT B

SWO #1 (Raf.1, 2)
Rejected Items / Responses / Resolutions

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS (Raf. 6),

1. All J. A. Jones responses and corrective action to non-conformances
are to be accepted by Ebasco.

2. Ebasco will be required to have site management conduct audits to
see that programs developed for the corrective action are being
implemented and adhered to.

I. EBASCO AUDIT REPORT JG-75-12-2 ON PLACDENT 6 (Ref. 3, 4)
*

.

ITEM 4: Not enough vibrators were provided for adequate vibration or to make
provisions for breakdown of equipment.

J. A. Jones Response (Raf. 5):

,The approved Concrete Pour Plan dated November 26, 1985 specified that ,

tsix (6) Electrical and three (3) JLir-Powered Vibrators were planned for
use on Pour #6. Just prior to pour, twelve (12) Electrical and ten (10)
Air-Driven Vibrators were verified for frequency of vibration and (
certified for use on subject pour. During the actual pour, a total of
twelve (12) Vibrators were in operation with ten (10) more as back-up
directly adjacent to the pour area. J. A. Jones considers the allegation

as stated unfounded.

Ebasco Response (15):

It has been verified by this department that 23 vibrators are available
for subsequent placements and that the lack of vibrators would be highly
unlikely in the event of equipment failure.

LP&L Resolution (Ref. 6):

LP&L considered the response controversial.

.

S

i
i
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Response: (11' Continued)
Attachment B

ITEM 5: Workmen deviated from placing procedure; it was apparent that workmen
were not cognizant with placing procedure.

J. A. Jones Response (Raf. 5): . . . . ._ .

Subsequent to this pour, J. A. Jones instituted pre-pour meetings
attended by all cognizant supervisory personnel to assure a com-
plate understanding of the contents'of J. A. Jones Work Procedure
W-WP-7 and the applicable pour plan. J. A. Jones will continue
these meetings and will place even greater emphasis on the contents
of the placing procedures.

Resolution (Raf. 6) -

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable.

ITEM 12: It was observed that improper use of vibrators and insufficient
vibration resulted in honeycomb.

Ebasco Response (Ref. 5):

A formal training class was presented on December 16, 1975 by
J. A. Jones Quality Engineering covering proper techniques for
vibrator operators. This class, which presented the reasons
for and the required method of vibrator operation, was attended'

by all operator personnel assigned to Four #3 and those Con-
,

struction Supervisors responsible for placement operations.
Course contents, graphic illustrations and attendance has been
documented and is available on request. It is our intention to
conduct this training for any new vibrator operators assigned
to subsequent concrete placement operations.

,

1

LP&L Rasolution (Raf. 6):
i{

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable. |
;

|

ITEM 13: At times height of drop exceeded the 5 foot limit.
1

J. A. Jones Response (Raf. 5):

'Cognisant Construction Supervisory personnel have been coun-
ciled subsequent to this pour and fully understand that the
dropping of concrete from a height of more than five (5) feet
onto exposed reinforcing steel can cause separation of the
aggregate. They have been further instructed that in the,

| future it is mandatory that the approved procedural direction
j must be followed at all times.
i.

i
i

t j
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~ Response: (11' Continued) ,

Attachment B .

.

LP&L Resolution (Raf. 6):

J. A. Jones response must be in the form of written instruc-
,

tions similar to that described in Item 1 on Report W35-75-635.
Objective evident of implementation is required. J. A. Jones

,

| complied via Ref. 14 which directed personnel to read and
understand a) Ebasco Specification LOU-1564.472, Section II,

( b) J. A. Jones Concrete Pour Plan, and c) Concrete Placement
I and consolidation training session and class notes.

L
e

@
ITEM 16: It was observed that for some loads that as much as 15 minutes elapsed

b before the discharge time was recorded; consequently an incorrect time
was recorded.'

8

Ebasco Response (Raf. 7):

The time that is stamped on the batch ticket at the point of discharge
is the discharge completion time.

The driver will not lesve until he has the ticket returned to him..

A check of the batch ticket did not reveal any discrepancies. All
,

! trucks were discharged within the one hour time limit.
;

-LP&L Resolution (Raf. 6):

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable. Thesco
QA has verbally accepted the response.

ITEM 21: Improper handling of cylinders resulted in uncircular specimens, also
,Ri-Lo thermometers were not provided until late evening.

! Dasco Response (Raf. 7):

All Inspection and Testing Personnel have been instructed as to
| the proper method of handling concrete test cylinders.

The Ri-Lo thermometers have been mounted in the concrete
cylinder curing boxes.

LP&L Rasolution (Raf. 6):

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable.
Dasco QA has verbally accepted the response.

I

!
|:
!

-
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Response: (11. Continued)
Attachment B

ITEM 24: Skip pan was observed to stand on top of the sat for several minutes
prior to testing of the concrete which was in the skip pan.'

'

hasco Responsa (Ref. 7):
.

The skip pan was moved to the testing area as quickly as it was
possible. There ware a few times that the crane was being used

? for another operation and could not be used immediately but was
; released for the testing as soon as possible.

LP&L Resolution (Ref. 6):
.

*

LP&L observue. that the response appeared to be acceptable.
D asco QA has verbally accepted the response.

ITEM 25: Workmen were observed to shovel concrete from the ground into the
pumps, thus contaminating the concrete with shell.

|

Basco Response (Ref. 7):

hasco's Q.C. notified J.A. Jones during the placement that
this was not permitted. J.A. Jones Superintendent instructed
their personnel as to the requirements,

nasco Response (Ref. 15):

' It should be recognized that workmanship does have an effect
on the quality of concrete, therefore, caution must be exer-
cised to eliminate any possibilities of contamination. On
subsequent placement the use of plywood should be utilised on

1 the ground by the pumps.
'

:

"i
LP&L Resolution _ (Ref. 6):

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable.
Rbasco Q& has verbally accepted the response.

ITEM 26: Documentation of tests and checklists were observed to be in error and-

omissions of data sad signatures exists.

Dasco Response (Ref. 7):

Concrete testing and inspection personnel have been re-instructed;

! in the proper use of forms. Subsequent placement reveals suel-
; improved documentation.
i
. #

,
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Response: (11 Continued)
Attachment B

,

ITEM 26: .

LP&L Resolution (Ref. 6):

LP&L observed that the response appeared to be acceptable.
D asco QA has verbally accepted the response.

.
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Response: (11' Continued)
Attachment B

II. LP&L-QA SITE SURVEILLANCE REPORT W3S-75-645 OBSERVATIONS (Raf. 2. 8) _.

ITEN 1: Contrary to Section I Paragraph 10.9, concrete was placed even though
it exceeded specification requirements.

Ebasco Response (Ref. 9): .

Section I Article 10.9, of the Concrete Masonry Specification
LOU 1564.472 gives a range of slumps for various types of
construction. Our Concrete-Hydraulic Engineering Department
interpreted this paragraph regarding slumps for the common met
foundation and provided the site with direction in memorandum
from 1. Yine/A. Warn to J.O. Booth dated November 24, 1984
(Ref. 6). This memorandum stated that slumps could range
between 5 inches and 1 inch. This is consistent with the first
paragraph of Section I, Article 10.9, which states that concrete
shall be of a consistency and workability suitable for the
conditions of the job. A review of the concrete Test Records.
Form No. QCIP-7-2, show that only one batch of concrete (5-3/4
inch slump) was used for Block No. 499S02-6 that exceeded the
specified requirements concerning slumps. ,

|
Ebasco Response (Ref. 12)

l

|
Please refer to the supp1 -antal response to Item 5 of Site

L
Surveillance Report No. W35-75-635.

l LP&L Resolution (Raf. 6)

Memorandums of interpretation of specifications are to be on
l controlled distribution as discussed under Item 5 of the

preceding report (i.e., W35-75-63S)

ITEM 2: Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.9, concrete received
disturbing shocks sad vibrations from reinforcing steel
which was set in motion by concrete pump discharges.

J. A. Jones Response (Raf. - 10):

.The discrepancy was observed at the start of the pumping
operation and was corrected prior to piscing second lift
of concrete which was vibrated into a homogeneous six
eliminating any detrimental effect on the placement.

?

l
J

3
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i Response (11 Continued) .

Attachment B

r .

ITEN 2:

In the future, transport lines and conveying equipment;

U will be properly supported and restrained to eliminate
transporting shock to forms and embedded items in the;

' placement. We have ordered additional concrete pipe
fittings to install a shock absorber on the pump lines to'

help minimine this shock effect. (J. A. Jones purchase order
: No. 75-317/po311)

|>

| ITEM 3: Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 4.13, Concrete was inadequately
3

vibrated,
l;
1 J. A. Jones Response (Raf. 10):

Adequate equipment for proper vibration of the concrete was on
i hand and the craft has been instructed in the proper use of the
| equipment with written instructions of required spacing between.

vibrating operations and depth of vibrations, copy attached
(Raf. 17). The craft had inadequate experience in the upe of the
equipment resulting in some instances in inadequate vibration.

We feel adequate instructions have since been presented to the
craftsmen and that they have now gained more experience and a'

better understanding of why concrete is vibrated.'

We have experienced better workmanship on the subsequent pours
and consequently, efficiency will increase throughout the life*

; of the project.

LP&L Resolution (Ref. 6):

Response acceptable.

ITEM 4: Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.1, Curing water was not contin-
nously maintained on all exposed surfaces.

J. A. Jones Response (Raf. 10):

A crew of personnel have been assigned the sole task of con-
tinuous placement of water on all exposed concrete surfaces for
the required period of seven (7) days.

More areas will be covered with burlap in the future to aid in
holding the moisture.,

3 .

s

.

k .
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Response: (11 Continued)
Attachment B

ITEM 4: ..

We feel that these corrective actions are sufficiInt to el4=inate
the problem completely. Additional personnel will be added as
required.

ITEM 7: Several Ebasco concrete test records (Form No. QCIP-7-2,
11-30-75) were not completely filled out.

Ebasco Response (Raf. 9):
,

i
| Concrete Test Records for Block No. 499S02-6 have been
i reviewed by the Quality Control Civil Supervisor. Incomplete
! information was retrieved, where possible, and recorded. This

was the first permanent plant concrete for this project, and
prior to the next placement, our Quality Control personnel were
instructed and are required to record all data on the forms as
the work is being performed. A review of our records fori

subsequent Blocks No. 499S02-1 and 499502-2 indicates that this
is being accomplished. As farther assurance that concrete is

,

satisfactory, 27 of 30 test cylinders broke in excess of 4,000
psi with the lowest of the remainder being 3,530 psi.

i

; Resolution (Ref. 6):
,4

4

) Response acceptable,
j

i

,

$

l

$
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Response: (11' Continued)
Attachment B

III. LPEL-QA SITE SURVEILLANCE REPORT W3S-75-63S OBSERVATION (Ref. 2, 11) ,

l

|

ITEN 1: Rejected concrete being used. _ . . . |
|
1

. ITEM 2: Ebasco inspector's rejection of concrete overriden by Ebasco'

QC Supervisor. ,

4

1

<

Ebasco Response (Ref. 7): . .

;

j Items 1 & 2 No rejected concrete was used in Block No. 499S02-2.
; Our understanding of these two items is that LP&L is concerned.
!. about one truck load of concrete which was initially rejected by

our Quality Control Inspector and later allowed to be used. This'

incident occurred once with Batch No. 001441. Upon arrival at the
site, a visual inspection of this load indicated that it probably
had a slump: consequently, a slump test was performed. The
results were 7-3/4 inches and the Quality Control Inspector
rejected the load for placement at that time. The truck stood
turning its drum at agitating speed. After a period of time,
which did not exceed the one hour limit, the Quality Control Civil-

Supervisor visually evnmined this load of concrete And judged the
'

.

slump to be less than 5 inches and the concrete acceptable for
i placement. The load was subsequently used in the placement.

'

,

It is the responsibility of the Quality Control Supervisor to
; review the evaluations / decisions of inspectors under his super-
i vision. In this regard, we feel that his decision po override
i the Inspector was correct. We have instructed all Ebasco Q.C.
! personnel this date to have verification tests made on question-

able items prior to release for use.

Ebasco Response (Raf. 12):

The Sr. Quality Control Supervisor via written memorandum dated
December 18, 1975, has instructed the Quality Control Engineers,j

Supervisors, and Inspectors to perform verification tests on;

suspect materials prior to release for use.

LP&L Resolution -(Raf. 6):

The Ebasco position is acceptable provided the instructions to
Ebasco QC Personnel are in writing indicating the date that the *

instructions are to be implemented and executed by the responsible
individual in Ebasco for implementation.

}.
:

i
l
.
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.

12. a) Were any cracks discovered in 1977 outside of the ringwall? Provide
. documentation. b) If none were discovered outside ringwall why not infer
that these three blocks were poorly constructed?

Response: 12a)

No, the only NCRs generated against " cracking" are as follows:

1. NCR #W3-535 supplement 1-3 was initiated 7/28/77. This NCR deals with
cracking inside RCE only. (see attached)

2. NCR #W3-6212 was initiated 5/11/83. This NCR deals with cracking in

the RAB. (see attached)

Also see answer to Question #8 .

,

Response: 12b)'

The implementation of the Quality Program in the construction of the base
sat assures that all blocks are properly constructed. All procedural
deficiencias identified during the placement of the first 3 blocks were
corrected at the time at the direction of Quality Program personnel.

It is the applicant's position that the sat is properly constructed, that
hairline cracks which any be penetrated by noisture are normal and not an
indicator of any deficient condition, and that the,aat is fully capable of
performing satisfactorily for the life of the plant.

3
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DISPOSITION FOR
NONCONFORMANCE W3-535

-

In order to establish a method of repair, perform the following
operations and resubmit the nonconformance with results.

'

A.' Drill and grout in place three 1/8" pipe nipples to a depth of
The above to be performed at least twotwo-three inches.

Pipe nipples to be approximately 8" p " c.c.-2cracks.

B. Seal the surface of the crack using a quick setting epoxy. A
window any be provided between selected nipples in order to monitor
the flow of epoxy which is to be injected as follows.

C. Pressure inject Concressive 1380 epoxy as manufactured by Adhesive
Engineering into the middle pipe nipple. Grouting pressure to be
increased gradually as required to make the epoxy flow. Marf ==
pressure to be used is 180 PSI. New York Engineering (ESSE) to~

witness the grouting operation and provide final disposition of
,

nonconformance."
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i SUFFLItENT TO NCR W3-535
<t

.

l. .-
'

E vAs.u d 7"30 M g ,,,,, 3, 1977
.

.

After an unsuccessfull attempt at pressure injecting apazy grout into the
cracks, the following procedure should be used to effectively control the

-

leakage or weeping of water through the cracks..

1 - Chip a 1" deep trench along the length of the crack. .

.

2 - Roughan (by sandblasting or bush h====r) and clean the
surface thoroughly along the crack as well as a 1 ft.

J

strip on either sida of the cra.k. _.

3 - Fill the 1" deep trench with SIEA Ri-Mod-LV epoxy which
?. ,,n

any be used as a seal coat in the dry, damp or vet area'~
~

_
* in accordance with ==nnf=cturer instructions and

surface preparation.
.

<

N - - . . ,

|

4 - Af*== eh= apaxy is tack free, apply a brush coat of .the
O C Ei-Mod-L M the roughened and clean surface 2 ft. vida

,
- along the crack length.. - |

3 - Monitor the repairs for 1 day to visually inspect thae
, , . -

.
leakage has ceased to penetrate the cracks. At this~

e ti.e, the concrete placements may conef ana.',
.
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W3-535

Tha attached evaluation sheet for epoxy grout repairs
does not affect the original disposition of this .

. nonconformance report.
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SUPPLEMENT #2 TO NCR W3-535 I

i.

August 5, 1977-

All cracks in placement 502-6 have been inspected and found
satisfactorily repaired according to the outlined procedure in

! supplement #1 of NCR W3-535. There is no indication of water
weeping since the application of the SIKA Ei-Mod epoxy. All

, f'' subsequent cracks detailed on the attached mat drawing should be
; repaired in an identical manner.

N Placement 502-6 may proceed after Quality Control performs
normal pre-placement inspection.

.

.

.ey .i

E. J. Gallagher
_

O Civil Site Support Engineer !+
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l.. DESCRIPTION OF N00'COMPORNANCE '" 'llfem. lavelved, Specificatieri, Code er Jtendeed e which leem. De Net Comply,
Submit Sketch if Applicable)

!This supplement provides additional information on the crack pattern and documents the
- Icrack patterns on the attached Field Sketch No 1564-4.1-G-28.
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EVALUATION OF DISPOSITION TO NCR SUPPL. #3 WS-535

The newly identified cracks which are indicated by the dashed line on the
attached sketch, are to be sealed and repaired according to the . Supplement
#2 attached to NCR W3-535. All such cracks beneath a specific concrete
placement must be sealed and dry prior to concrete placement. These cracks,
after being repaired, will not cause any further effect on the structural

|

i capabilities of the foundation mat. If any of the construction joints
j f* indicace leakage, the entire construction joint is to be sealed until all
j leakage ceases.

Quality Control should carefully inspect the cracks prior to placement
to verify that no cracks have been missed due to surface dust or placement, , ,

-

equipment and that the cracks that have been repaired are not continuing-
~ to leak.
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__ 2ere are acrcrete cracks in the base mat of the Reactor M14="1 e41d4na. 'Diis
is eW=x:e by the tereolat.1.an of water in anall amounts, up throuah these cracks.

_

These u.;ks are lented in the Gas Surge Tank Roczn, Masta Gas Tank Rocan, and Waste
See at*ad ed F.S.A.R. recuirecientsGas Ccenoressor "B" Roam, all at eleve*4m -35.00. .

i

for supplacental inh *im. NDIE: Base are mies of where cracks were found.
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WSES-FSAR-UNIT-3
.

3.4 WATER LEVEL (FLOOD) DESIGN
,, , ,

'

,.

3.4.1 FLOOD PROTECTION

2All seismic Category I structures, safety-related systems, and components
necessary for safe shutdown are located within the Nuclear Plant Island
Structure (NPIS), which is designed against high water levels and wave
run-up associated with probable nazista flood (PMF) to elevation +30.0
ft. HEL. The NPIS is a reinforced concrete box structure with solid ex-
terior walls with few doors and penetrations. All exterior doors in

ju 'l related poent and pene-
rj p at

te j i ifatgradelep t er o i -

[pl }b| a
in north side

! (|
g t e t 7.

* * ''

> ,;

I. r at if t j ,Ea components |2el,odAl setsste ,

are protected agaihst PMF by the following:

a) The NPIS is the common structure of Reactor Building, Reactor Aux- :

iliary Building, Fuel Handling Building and Component Cooling Water )
System Structure. It is a rectangular box-lika reinforced concrete
structure 380 ft. long, 267 f t. wide and extending 64.5 ft. below
rr_ada . N neneral_ structural layout is shown in Figure 3.8-1. 2*

' Its common foundation sat and exterior wall system are destgned to',
withstand all loadinas of postulated floods as well as to provide i

>a watertizht barrier
_

) The common foundation sat is 12 ft. minimum in thickness and* provided
with double layers of nine inch PVC waterstop at all construction' - -

joints. Ths wells subjected to floods are waterproofed up to plant |

grade. In addition, vertical construction joints of the walls be- |

tween plant grade and elevation +30.00 ft. MSL are provided with
minimma six inch PTC waterscops (Figure 3.4-1). Uplift forces
created by the PMF to elevation +30.0 ft. MSL are accounced for in
the design as described in Subsections 3.8.4.3.1 and 3.8.4.3.2.

b) Bousing within another structure (NPIS) designed to protect against .
-

flooding. The Basetor Building is enclosed within the NPIS and is,

thus protected against PMF.s,

'

Table 3.2-1 lists the flood protection criteria applied to plant structures,
systems and components. The a or b designation in the table refers to iten
a or b above.

'

Figure 3.4-1 shows detaiIs of penetration, waterproofing and waterstops
for the exterior walls of seismic Category I structures.

"

All exterior doors of the NPIS at plant grade or below the PMF elevation,
which house and protect safety related equipment, are designed to withstand
the hydrostatic pressures due to PNF and are watertight. The doors, which |
are located in the Beactor Auxiliary Building, are swing type (single or |

double) for protection against tornado missiles ahd PMF. The doors are made |c watertight by continuous neoprene gasket on the inner face and sealed by the'

.

d
4 \

| 1"sE11 ndment No. 2, (3/79)\ I
3.4-1
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use of eight quarter-turn latch and dog devices placed around the perimeter _

cf the door as shown in Figure 3.4-2. T
|

There are a total of eight watertight access doors below elevation +30.0
ft. hSL. * In the Reactor Auxiliary Building there are three of the flood
doors located in the east exterior well, and two located in the west ex-1

terior wall above elevation +21.0 f t. MSL (Figure 1.2-9). In the Component
Cooling Water System area there is one flood door located in the west ex-
terior wall above elevation +21.0 f t. MSL (Figure 1.2-24). In the Fuel

: Building area there is one removable watertight gate located by the spent

s i

in Sections A-A, 3-B and I-E of Drawings G-4995C4 to 506. Those in the
2' exterior walls of Reactor Auxiliary Buildings are shown in Sections A-A,

B-B and P-F of Drawings G-565 to 567. Those in the walls subjected to
flood in Fuel Handling Building are shown in Sections B-5, C-C, F-F and
Y-Y of Drawings G-593S01 to S03. Some of the penetrations are located
in the temporary blockout as indicated in the drawings. All the temporary

|
blockouts are provided with keyways and continuous PVC waterstop.to assure
watertightness and they are placed and filled with concrete after pipe'

installation. A typical detail of waterproofing membrane at pipe penetra-
tion is shown in FSAR Figure 3.4-1 and Drawing LOU 1564 G-499505. __(Drawings
submitted under separate cover _)., The nru is designed to withstand'~

~

g t

,"hydrostaWloadings due to postulated floods, and water leakage because | '.
i

1.3akkug watersin1 Land /_omdysv| (2 cracks in exterior structures, n
rction is not expected. fin the NPIS is also provided with floor drainage

Nystem capa51e of disposing the accumulated water through the waste manage-
,

ment systes (Refer to Section 11.2).
~

( As discussed in Subsection 2.4.14, additional specific provisions for . flood
protection include administrative procedures to assure that all watertight I

doors below elevation +30.0 ft. kSL will be locked closed in the event
L cf a flood warning.

,

L
-

.

| 3.4.2 ANALYSIS PROCIDURES
/ .. ,

p The ==w4=== water level in front of the Nuclear Plant Island Structure

| following a collapse of the kississippi River levee in the immediate
vicinity of the plant concurrent with the FMF and from windwaves super-i

imposed on the overland PME surge through Barataria Bay has been .
-

catablished in Section 2.4. It is calculated that the effective maximum I

water including dynsmic head on the exterior wall is at elevation +27.6 ft. | 17 |MSL. The NPIS is designed to. withstand a static water level at elevation
+30.0 f t. R8L, thus providing an adequate safety margin. in addition,
the subject structure is designed to withstand a static water level at
olevation +21.5 f t. MSL plus an additional uniform dynamic loading equiv-
cient to .*00 lb per sq. ft. of exposure below elevation +21.5 ft. MSL.

In the design of us11s and foundation slab of NPIS, the loads under flood -

condition are considered using the following load combination equation. 1 \

3 y.

3.4-2 Amendment No. 17, (4/81)

kr., /-
.

dr
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ATTACHMENT !!E
.

The effect of postulated videspread hairline cracking of the basemat
has been investigated by Civil Engineering for stability of the
Containment Vessel against flotation and overturning under buoyant
conditions caused by postulated groundwater intrusion and by Corrosion
Engineering for groundwater induced corrosion of reinforcing steel and4

Aw viw cAca n . w a.-Containment Vessel bottom head. T;.w w e e. we eq
.m o viention. Q s -4.. as= nes t ie sa . r.c

Based on their findings that there are no stability or corrosion problems.

it is concluded that no corrective action is required.

'

See attached memorandums:
;

1. Memorkndum COR-LW3-77-55M from AW. Peabody /M.D. Oliveira to P. Grossman,
dated August 5, 1977.

2. Memorandum from P.C. Liu to B. Grant dated May 24, 1983.
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'' August 5, 1977
'

COR-LW3-77-55M.'

,

|hw ,'|, &:) b'* M
.

-

# *

To: P Grossman 1 /

From: A W Peabody /M D Oliveira

Subject: LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD SES UNIT 3 -

CORROSION OF REINFORCING STEEL AND
STEEL CONTAIRE.NT VESSEL PLATES IN CONIACT WITH WATER

.

In accordance with your telephone request, we have analysed a possible ,

situation in the common met where supposedly ground water weeping from
co'ncrete cracks found on the surface of the mar could corrode the
reinforcing steel and the outside bottom plates of the Steel Contain-

-'

ment vessel.

It is a proven fact that concrete by its alkaline nature passivates
carbon steel embedded in it.

.

It is also known that water in contact with concrete becomes alkaline
and consequently its corrosivity to steel decreases conriderably.

,

' In addition to these factors, assuming that ground water is lef t inside
the crack network to a certain extent, this water will be near stagnant
and without replenishment of oxygen. Consequently, the rate of corrosion
under the above circumstances, if any, will be negligible This applies

,,

to the reinforcing rebars as well as to the outside of the vessel bottom
plates, in case the repairs presently being conducted do not fully
prevent the water from reaching the vessel.

.

], MD0/ha -

'

cc: R K Stampley , ,

J 0 Booth /3 D Fowler - . ,

L1 .D N Calligan * . ,
,

l' L Skoblar ,

-

,

'W F Gundaker -
- . .

*
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OPPICE LOCATION'
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IAUISIANA POWER 6 LIGET COMPAln
r .

SUWecT
WATER 70RD $36 t! NIT NO. 3
ETEEL CONTAIEMEWf STABILITY

bility

This is to confirm our conversation that pha steel contaim ent staf the con-
has been revissed for an imaginally condition that the esterior oThe results of theSL-1.50 ft. f the contain-

:-

tainment umuld subject so subsurface sater up to
.

;

review have concluded' that under such 'a condition the stability oThe stability salenlations will be included in
amat will set be compromised.

,

.
Volums II, yska an.4.e Input - 6W12-FE&b402.
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13. a) Did Koninsky recopy illegible cadweld records? b) Under whose
direction? c) Why? d) What happened to the original records? ,

Response:

a) raminski did recopy illegible cadweld records,

b) It is not apparent that ha' received any specific direction
to recopy the records.

c) He has stated that while he was Supervisor of Inspection
for J. A. Jones that " work sheets" were used during the

actual inspection of cadwelds. Some of the records became
dirty or wet. At the and of each shift or day, the

information on the " work sheet" was transferred to a clean
report by himself or another inspector.

d) One inspector has stated that the originals were attached
* to recopied reports. However LP&L has been unable to

locate the originals of the inspection reports.

.
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14. a) Provide summary of actions taken following Hill's presentation of QA
deficiencies. b) Provide detailed report on document review undertaken
and all results.

Response: 14 (a)
.

Deficiencies discovered by Hill were being aggressively addressed even
before he left the Waterford 3 site.

1. On June 8, 1983. Hill's supervisor forwarded his
June 6, 1983 memorandum to the Ebasco Site QA Program
Manager and recomended that the scope of the concrete
records review be expanded.

2. In a meeting of July 7,1983. Bill recomended that all
concrete placement packages and soil packages be reviewed.

3. On July 11, 1983, project management decided to review a
10% sample of the concrete placement packages, and LP&L
directed Dasco to begin the review. * (NorE: Bill left+

the site on July 31, 1983).

I 4. In August 1983, the review of concrete placement packages
was begun. In September, 1983, the review program was

,

expanded to include 100% of the concrete placement packages.-

,

; The review is now complete and 33 new NCRs were written as a
! result of this review, none of which identified significant

! physical deficiencies and all of which have been properly
,' dispositioned.
|

5. Soils and backfill records were previously subjected to a
; comprehensive review by Easco. All records were reviewed
| for existence of required records, their completeness, and
| for proper organization by elevation and fill number.
l - Approximately 50% of the records were re-reviewed for
j , technical adequacy. No additional soils non-conformances

*

j were identified.

6. To gain an even greater level of confidence LP&L personnel,
in accordance with standard procedures, are currently
performing additional reviews of concrece placement and
backfill records. Certain types of civil records are being
100% reviewed by LP&L during this review process.

;
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Response '14 (b) -

i

In August of 1983, four (4) Ebasco Sr. QA specialists were requested
to report to Waterford III. The scope of this request was to take a
10% sampling of J.A. Jones Concrete Placement packages and to do an
unbiased cursory review (based on the individuals past background of other
jobsites civil documentation) to establish an understanding of the general
condition of the packages with respect to records accuracy, completeness,,

legibility and adequacy of record availability. Pollowing a brief
orientation period, the 10% review and summary was conducted. The sampling
included 100% of the base met placement packages and a selection from

i the Puel Bandling Bldg.,' Reactor Aust11ary Bids, Shield, Dome, Ringwall and
j the Reactor Containment Bldg.
:

3 The recommendation proposed to Ebasco/LP&L top management after the review,
based on the general concerns" noted, was that a 1001 review should be
performed prior to these packages being turned over to the client.

A brief synopsis of the concerns noted in this initial review is as
,

follows:;

;

1. Some packages had embed logs which, at the time, were not obtainable
in the package.

2. Scae packages had cadwald maps which, at the time, were not obtainable
3 in the package.

.

..P 3. Some packages had missing concrete test records which at the time were i
i not obtainable in the package. j

i

4. Some packages had curing records which were inadequate.

5. Some packages had concrete six designs which were indicated as being
used but which had no apparent engineering approvals.

I,
L 6. Some packages had no traceability as to which concrete six design was

used.

7. Some packages had batch tickets which, at the time, were not
obtainable in the package.

8. Some packages had problems with respect to the timely certification of
inspectors.

Following this 101 sampling review, Ebasco and LP&L management agreed that
a 100% review of these records was essential. A new review group was
formed in September 1983, (which consisted of two (2) of the original
reviewers and four (4) other participants). This group, for a two (2) week
period, se===ad all applicable procedures, specifications, and standards
in order to establish a review procedure which would assure a uniform and

r
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acceptable method for the review of packages involved. This procedure
(QA-9 Supplement 43-3), which formed the basis for the review, also
established acceptance criteria for the review. The following are examples
of the minimum records which were required.

'

1. Preplacement checklist
2. Placement checklist
3. Field Test Records
4. Lab Reports
5. Repair Documents

Items within the scope of these records which required review, as a
minimum, were items such as:

1. Personnel certifications
2. Curing Adequacy
3. DNs, DRs, and NCRs were initiated and closed where applicable ,

4. Concrete placed was approved for use
5. All testing and results were acceptable

*6. Documentation was legible and complete

NOTE: Also taken into consideration was. The fact that, during the mat
placements, nasco performed independent Quality Control functions.
When J.A. Jones records were not available, Ebasco duplicage
inspections were substituted per Ebasco Procedure QAI-9 Rev. O Para.
6.1.4 which states, "In case of illegible or missing Jones
documentation, the parallel Ebasco QC Inspection can be utilized as ,

supporting documentation . . ." During the 10% review, this ;

duplication was not taken into consideration. }
During the 10% sample review, many items appeared to be discrepant. The
100% review resolved many of these apparent discrepancies. Some examples
are as follows:

1. Missing records were retrieved from applicable contractors records.
2. Missing records were retrieved from other placement packages .

(misfiled).
3. Missing records were retrieved due to misfiling in the vault.
4. Since some placements were conducted at the same time as others,

missing records were retrieved from other packages. (i.e.) If

placement No. 10 and 11 were placed together the records generated
would reference both placement numbers. The inspector would make (1)
one copy of each record and compile (2) two packages. (1) one package
would be No. 10 and (1) one No. 11. The placement number pertaining
to each unique package would be circled or in some cases highlighted
to show which set of records went to which package. While during the
review, if the review had, for instance, a preplacement record missing
for placement No. 10, he would look t another record that was
obtainable in package No. 10 to determine if a this placement occurred
at the same time. If, for instance, he looked at a postplacement
record in No. 10 and saw that No. 11'was also entered on this
document, the reviewer would so to package No. 11, pull the missing
preplacement record, copy, and place this document into package No
10-thus making a completed package.'

i

.

I
~

^

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



.-..:--
. . . . .~ .- . _ . . . - . .:. .. . .. .

.

.

4. Finally at the conclusion of this reorganization and review of these
- Civil Records, 33 Nonconformance Reports were generated, which

adequately documented discrepancies outstanding. The following are
the discrepancies which were documented as a result of the review.

, Some of these areas were covered under other reviews in the past,
however, since this review was a 100% re-review, new documentation was
initiated.

Although every placement has been documented in this manner, the
following listing only deals with the Basemat. Any discrepancias not
noted within the following seven (7) NC1s generated against the
basemat were either satisfactorily corrected prior to the conclusion
of this review (or) were satisfactorily identified on previous NCRs.
(See the response to Question 1).

i

NCR N3-7152 (Eye Exams)

Description (4) Jones Inspectors performed inspection prior to having eye
azam on file (10) common foundation structures.

Disposition Two of the four inspections were certified on 11-24-75 and
11-26-75 apparently eye ==== lost. Other two inspectors listed
on NCRM3-7150.

NCR N3-7153 (Cold Weather Cure)

Description Surface temp. of concrete dropped below 50' on (6) occasions and
ambient below 45' on (19) occasions without notifying engineering
or an NCR written.

Disposition ACI require concrete to be maintained to a min. of 40' for Class
I structure 72" thick lowest temp. recorded was 42*. Test'

results on 28 days exceeded 5000 psi therefore on (6) occasions
this did not affect the 4000 psi required strength.

NCR W3-7154 (Cure Records)

Description On (19) nineteen placements records of curing are not complete

Disposition Method of curing is on Jones Inspection Reports and on Four
Plans. No average temperature occurred to prevent hydration.
Cure records shown that moisture was sufficient for proper
curing.

,

NCE N3-7353 (Mix Design)'

Description Mix designs were used without engineering approval

Disposition Mix designs were approved by engineering. Mix design number was
apparently misprinted batch tickets give all quantities.

i

$
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NCR N3-7150 (No certification on File)

Description (2) Jones Inspectors performed inspection without certification on
file

Disposition Resumes and Dual Inspections by Ebasco rendered work as being
acceptable.

NCR N3-7149 (Inspectors Certifications)

Description Six inspectors performed inspections prior to certification

Disposition Use-as-is based on prior experience / training and currently have
records of completing certification

NCR N3-7151 (Eye Rw -a)

Description (9) Jones inspectors performed inspections prior to eye exams

* Disposition (9) Jones inspectors have exam after the fact. Eye sign usually
gets worse rather than better without corrective means

After the review of all packages was concluded, but prior to turnover,
additional steps were taken to aid in future handling of subject packages. All

*

concrete placement package numbers as well as all DNs, DRs and NCRs were entered
into the Waterford III Site computer program. Printouts were developed to aid
in package retrievability as well as traceability to discrepancies per package 9

and total placement accountability. Other steps taken were to compile various d

back-up record traceability through usans of various record matrizes (which can ,

"be seen in attachment to Ites No. 20) to aid in the retrieval of applicable
documents which are related although not generally found within the concrete
placement package itself.

In January, 1984, all records were turned over to the QA Records Vault as being
completed for review and closure of all corrective actions taken.

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

,

Response
.

LP&L contracted with Harstead Engineering Associates (HEA) to
parform a review of the records associated with the Basemat.
Their review was independently performed and copies of the
report (HEA 8304-3) were distributed in parallel to LP&L and
the NRC.

LP&L has reviewed this report and concludes that the technical
review of the records necessary to assure tte adequacy of the .

Basemat was indeed performed by HEA. Further LP&L strongly
endorses the conclusions reached in HEA 8304-3, Harstead's third
report.
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16. Provide specific basis for Barstead's conclusion that the documentation
problema do not affect their prior conclusion as to basemat's strength. |

What documents did Barstead review? W at did be look at? Did he see l

the Phearson-Brigg memo? Rill's NCR's? Other NCR's?

Response:

REA Report No. 8304-3, dated 01/09/84, summarises the results of
the review of construction documentation performed on behalf of
Louisiana Power and Light Company.

The following items were reviewed:

a) Concrete pour packages
b) Cadwelding activities including testing

|
c) Clas shell filter blanket under the basemat
d) Waterstop splicing and testing

There are 28 concrete pour packages that make up the basemat:0
499S02-1, 2, 3, 4, 5A, 58, 6, 7A, 7B 8A, 8B, 9A, 95, 10A, 10B;
499501-11A, 12A, 13A, 14A, 15; 499503-11B, 123, 13B, 14B, 16, 17,
18, 19. ,

Each concrete pour package contains the following documents. ,

1) Concrete pre-placement checklist record (J.A. Jones).

2) Concrete pre-placement checklist record (Ebasco),

3) Daily concrete inspection (Ebasco)
4) Concrete placement inspection (Ebasco) :'5) Concrete curing log (J.A. Jones)
6) Concrete curing record (Ebasco) |

7) Concrete test record (Ebasco)
8) Concrete physical tests (Ebasco)
9) Concrete pour plan (J. A. Jones)

10) Embed map log (J. A. Jones)
11) Cadwelded locations (as-built)

' 12) Requisition on warehouse
| 13) Concrete six delivery tickets
I' These documents were reviewed in their entirety.

The following documents were totally or partially reviewed for the
basemat cadwelds.

1) Daily cadweld inspection reports (J. A. Jones)
2) Cadweld daily inspection-visual (Ebasco)
3) Reports of tensile tests-cadweld splices (Ebasco)
4) Weekly cadwald or rebar test reports (J. A. Jones)

Emphasis was placed on a review of the tensile test reports and
daily inspection reports.

; Sections 4 and 5 of the referenced REA report detail the review
performed for items (c) and (d), the cism shall filter blanket
and waterstop splicing.

.
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The Phearson meno, although not a formal document, was provided to HEA by
Louisiana Power and 1.ight as part of the documentation comprising Stop Work
Order No. 1 (see HEA Report No. 8304-1 dated 09/19/83, subsection 4.1).

HEA considers that the issues raised in the Phearson meno (dated 12/15/75)
are adequately addressed in Stop Work Order No.1 (dated 12/16/75).

.
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Following is the list of NCR's that were reviewed by HEA.
NCR NO. Title Coment

W3-10 Concrete Placement

W3-24 Pour 499S02-7A-Air Content

W3-25 Pour 499S02-7A-Slump

W3-26 Removal of Formwork

W3-27 Placement 499S02-8A-Embedded Elephant Trunk

W3-29 Foundation Mat-Air Content

W3-31 Conson Mat-Air Content

W3-32 Common Mat-Number of Revolutions

W3-33 Common Mst-Air Content
,

W3-39 Common Mat-Strip #3, Section 10B

W3-93 Co mon Mat-Placement No. 499S03-19

W3-5563 FEB Bridge Crane-Connection Tests N.A.*

W3-5564 FEB Stairs-Welding and Bolting Inspection N.A.*

of Seismic Class I Stairs

W3-5565 FEB Bridge Cran N.A.*
'

W3-5598 Tubing N.A.*

W3-5973 FEB Tornado Door Frame N.A.* ;

W2-5997 Clam Shell Filter Blanket Under the Nuclear
Plant Island

W3-5998 Production Cadwalding

W3-6234 Cadwalding

W3-6245 Daily Cadweld Inspection Reports

W3-7149 Concrete Placement Packages-Common Foundation*

W3-7150 Concrete Placement Packages
,

W3-7151 Concrete Placement Packages-Common Foundation

i W3-7152 Concrete Placement Packages-Common Foundation

W3-7154 Concrete Placement Packages

V3-7353 Concrete Placement Packages

W3-7481 Cadwald Tensile Test Reports

Not applicable or related to Basemat*

1

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

Response:

Attachments are provided which present differential settlement contours
as available.

These attachments represent a period between April 1977, and August 1979,
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18. According to the settlement contours shown in figure 2.5.118 the
curvature in concave downward in both direc.tions. 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 doesn't the crack
pattern match the given differential settlement?

Is it possible that there are localized convex surfaces on the sat which
are not shown in the figure (the grid is quite rough)?

'
Response:

i

The crack pattern does follow generally the pattern of mat differential
settlement. The contours of differential settlement show a pronounced

,

greater convexity in the north-south direction than in the east-west. The!

general crack pattern lies east-west reflecting the pronounced north-south;

convexity.;

The minor water seepage showing at some hairlina crarkm in the surface of
the mat has been identified as originating atJ1*= ral cracks at the_~

i
" bottom of the mat and following embedded items which intersect these^

j -cracksrweh'ais~~ structural steel rebar support structures and conduit,
horizontally and vertically through the sat to an intersection with'

I / hairline racks at the top of the mat.
t ..

,T Localized reversal of curvature (convex surface) may occur in the'

immediate vicinity of heavy loads. These may be undetected by the
settlement monitoring program.

,
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19. Please provide all soil properties (re. results of soil tests, reports
confirmed compression test results, boring records, shear modulus,
etc.).

Response:

Soil properties, boring legs, test reports and results are provided in FSAR
Chapter 2.5 and Appendices.

,

|

t

e
e

,

I
:

i

r

l

1

1

I

Li
,.

6

|

|!
,

,

| _
- -

.



.
.

. .. .. . .... . . - . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . - - . . .

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

Response:

Attachment "A" consists of a listing of documentaion which typically
exists in the Waterford 3 concrete placement packages. This docu-
mentation is available for review at the Waterford 3 site.

Attachment "B" provides a list of associated quality records generated (not
filed in the placement packages) which can be four.d in other QA record
vault locations.

.
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ATTACHMENT "A"

CONCRETE PACKAGE CONTENTS
.

I Required Documents

A. Preplacement Checklist Records.

1. Concrete

A. Sandblast
B. Greencut
C. Treatment

a

| 2. Forms
t

A. Dimensions
B. Line and Grade n
C. Clean
D. Tight
E. Braced
F. Costing

'

G. Chamfer Strips .

H. Kay Ways *

I. Block Outs

f J. Whalere and Strongbacks
i K. Waterstops ;

L. Release Agent 3

1

3. Reinforcing

A. Bar Quanity
B. Spacing

-

C. Elevation
D. Cadweld Mapping

4. Embeds

A. Quanity
B. Line and Grade
C. Elevation
D. Identification

5. General
'

A. Cleanliness
B. Instrumentation.

C. Weather Protection

i

l

i
:

1

i

!

i
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a

ATTACEMENT "A" (Continued)-

B. Daily' Concrete Inspection Report

1. Q.V. Inspector

A. Placement Area / Location
B. Area / Location Released by Engineer
C. Concrete Delivery Acceptable
D. Concrete Placement Acceptable
E. Consolidation Acceptable
F. Finishing Acceptable
G. Curing Acceptable

C. Concrete Curing Log'

1. Q.V. Inspector
A. Date
B. Time
C. Current Temperature
D. High Temp.
E. Low Temp.
F. Continuous Moisture
G. Maintain log for seven (7) days for Items A thru F

D. Concrete Physical Test Records
e

Many Concrete Packages contain test records, but not all. A complete
file of test records can be found in the vault arranged by placement

dates.

E. Repair Documents

I This documentation could be for such items as: repair of bent rebar,
addition of stub-ups, or a possible weld repair on an embed plate. If"

there is any damage by whatever means, these items were documented on
NCRs.

II Support Documents

A. Concrete Four Plan
B. Embed Map Log
C. Cadweld Maps and Map Logs
D. Requisitions on Warehouse
E. Batch Tickets

.

)

.<

,

t
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ATIACEMENT "B"
.

I Inspector Certifications

A. J.A. Jones
.

1. Cadwalds
2. Concrete Placement

B. Ebasco

1. Batch Plant
2. Concrete Test Station
3. Placement
4. Backfill

C. Barrow-Ages / Peabody /GEO
e

1. Concrete Lab
2. Concrete Field Testing
3. Concrete Batch Plant Insp. and Mix Design
4. Soils Lab and Field Testing
5. Rabar Tensile Testing

II Concrete Materials

A.- MTLs Receiving Does/ Carts
'

1. Admixtures
2. Cement Types I & II - Midlothian & Artesia
3. Aggregate

B. Materials Acceptance Tests

1. Calibration of Test Equipment
2. Test Reports on

a. water quality
b. sand - daily, weekly, monthly, bi-annually

1" - daily, weekly, monthly, bi-annuallyc. 5

d. 1" - daily, weekly, monthly, bi-annually
e. rebar pull tests (tensile)

3. Offsite test Reports
a. cement
b. water
c. ice

4. -Cadweld tensile tests

C. Mice'ellaneous

1. DNs
2. DRs
3. pelts

. - _ - _ _ _
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21. Provide any revised calculations that include settlement efforts.

Response:

No revised calculations were made. The original calculations included
provisions for differential settlement effects utilizing variable spring
constants to provide sufficient conservatism in the strength of the mat to
accomodate differential settlements.

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

Response:

It is improper to characterize the content of the Phearson memorandum as
" allegations." The LP&L and Ebasco QA Reports for basemat placements 6 and
2 include " findings" which are, in technical content, identical to the
items listed in the Phearson memorandum, and other findings not included in
the Phearson memorandum. To that extent, the Phearson memoranum may be
characterized as " accurate," although the proper method of reporting these
findings, the formal QA reporting process, was not followed by Phearson.

Since findings essentially identical to the Phearson findings were included
in the official QA reports and since the QA reports required formal
closure, the Phearson findings were effectively addressed through the

i formal QA process. These actions were taken regardless of the fact that
LP&L was not even aware of the Phearson memorandum at the time corrective
action was being carried out.

It is reasonable to conclude that Phearson himself was satisfied that
adequate corrective action was taken since, to the best of LP&L and Ebasco
knowledge, he did not ever formally report dissatisfaction with the
corrective action, or recommend investigation of the quality of placements

! 6, 1, or 2 during the remainder of his tenure on the Waterford 3 project.
|

Phearson left the project in aid April, 1976, some 4 months after issuance
,

j of Stop Work Order 1.
.,
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23. Menos of inspectors Hill and Davis, as reported in GAMBIT, stated that they
found a broad range of deficiencies in virtually every record package
examined and the situation demanded a complete review of all civil /
structural records. What is your response to this allegation?

Response

Messrs. Hill and Davis were document reviewers. Their assigned duty
was to review construction records and to identify records deficien-

cies. Their memoranda identified records deficiencies. The
deficiencies documented in their memoranda were appropriately entered
into the programmatic process required by the Waterford 3 Quality
Assurance Program to assure the proper dispositioning of such
deficiencies. As a result of the memoranda, the records review

program evolved to include a complete review of all civil / structural
records. ~

''

Corrective action on deficiencies, identified during the expanded -

records review program, are now essentially complete. Little
physical corrective action has been required. Also, see Rasponse

i to Question 28. ,
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24. GAMBIT reported that there was falsification on cadwald splices of *

reinforcing bars. What is LP&L's response to this allegation?

Response:

See attached Affadavit of Thomas F. Gerrets, dated January 12, 1984.

.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA~

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
- -

.
.

.

In the Matter of )
)>

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-382 OL -
)

(Waterford Steam Electric Station, )
Unit 3) )

.

AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS F. GERRETS

,

THOMAS F. GERRETS, being duly sworn according to law, de-
,

poses and says: -

1. - My name is Thomas F. Gerrets. I am employed by
.

Louisiana Power & Light Company as the Corporate Quality Assur-

ance Manager, with principal" duties related to the design and
4

'
construction of the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3.

!

| 2. The Decemb'er 10, 1983 issue of Gambit alleges on page

22 that at Waterford 3 there are ". . . missing [QA] documents that

have been replaced by phony documents manufactured after the
|

facts faulty documents that have been altered or ' doctored's and

some instances involving possible forged s'ignatures on safety in-

h spections okaying the workmanship on critical-safety-related

str,uctured." I and others in my quality assurance organization

have investigated these allegations, and we have found no

.

-1-; .

!
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instance of any records containing false or manufactured cast i

L

or inspection data and no instance of malfeasanca in the gener-

j ation of testing or inspection reports.

3. I can only speculate on the source of these

! unexplained charges. The articles describe a meeting with
*

:

George Hill, a QA records reviewer, myself, and other QA per-;

!

sonnel which took place on July 7, 1983. Reference was made by'

i Mr. Hill to a previously existing Nonconformance Report
t

. <

! ("NCR"), NCR W3-6245, dated May 20, 1983, which identified 13
i

daily cadweld inspection reports (out of thousands of such'

reports) containing questionable initials of quality control
inspectors whose job it was to inspect each cadueld of the

reinforcing steel for the foundation mat. Each instance was

investigated and supplementary and backup documentation, as
,

well as personal on-site inspection of the reports by three of ,

the inspectors involv.ed, verified that the involved welds had,

in fact, been properly performed and inspected. On this basis,

the welds were determined to be' acceptable, and the NCR was

duly resolved in accordance with the QA program procedures.
\
l 4. I know of one other instance where questions arose
1

P concerning the authenticity of record signatures or initials.
This is identified on NCR W3-7481, and involves cadweld tensile

i. test laboratory reports where both an original and a
! reconstructed duplicate exists. The laboratory which performed
;

-

!

i the tests was contacted as well as other Ebasco personnel who
:
!

|- 2--

'

.
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were involved with these specific records. The individual who

was the manager of the testing lab during the time when the

documents were generated has inspected the_ documents on site and

has certified the original documents. Both the testing

laboratory personnel and Ebasco personnel familiar with the ,

procedure which were in effect at the time the documents were

generated confirm that, in some cases during construction, it was

thought that the original test document was lost and therefore a

duplicate was constructed from original test data which existed
,

| in the testing laboratory log bookse In all cases, the tensile

test data on the duplicate document has been verified to be

identical to that which exists on one or more of the following

documents: the original document, a photocopy of the original
' document, and the original o'r a photocopy of " Record of Rebar
i

-

'

User's Testing" (Form fQC-28). On this basis , the test data were ,

determined to be pr6per and-acceptable, and the NCR was duly
'

resolved in accordance with QA program procedures.

Thomas F. Gerrets
- ;

.

Subscribgd and sworn to before me ..

this /P- day of January, 1984.

k;L P h f&,d -

' Notary. Public

My Commission expires [ lih> 1f/V -

t

! -3-
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| 25. What were the problems in the seven NCR's on QA deficiencies in concret,e,
as mentioned in the last column on page 28 of GAMBIT, and how were they
disposed of?

'

Note: GAMBIT (p.28) quotes Hill's meno as follows: "These NCR's are each
broad in scope and identify multiple deficiencies."

4

Response:

Hill's meno to Czyrko dated June 6, 1983 (Subject: Review of Seismic Class
I Concrete Records) references

NCR W3-5563: Fuel Handling Building Bridge Crane
NCR W3-5564: Fuel Handling Building Stairs
NCR W3-5565: Fuel Handling Building Bridge Crane
NCR-W3-5973: Fuel Handling Bulding Tornado Doorq

NCR-W3-6245: Daily Cadwald Inspection Reports
NCR-W3-5997: Clan Shell Filter Blanket
NCR-WE-5998: Sample Splice Failure Rates

1 and describes these NCRs as examples of deficiencies discovered during a
"Raview of Seismic Class I Concrete Records".

The problong and disposition of these NCRs are as follows:

NCR W3-5563 (Fuel Handlina Buildina Bridae Crane)

| This NCR was written against Jana Oges (trainee who was inspecting bolts ,

on the FEB Bridge Crane on 11/6/79) and states that a trainee cannot
implement, evaluate, or report inspections and test results. The dis-
position called for Ebasco QC to reinspect the questioned areas Ebasco
Engineering evaluated the recommiended disposition and revised it to the

;

following: J. Portuit was to cosign all applicable inspections by Ogea.'

Portuit was her Level II Supervisor. As a result of this NCR, Portuit
submitted signed testimony dated 7/11/83 stating that he was present and
supervised all inspections by Oges and this NCR was closed.

,

| Note that this NCR has nothing to do with concrete or the common mat. It

|
is not broad in scope and does not involve multiple deficiencies.

NCR W-3-5564 (Fuel Handlina Buildina Stairs)

This NCR states that no welding or bolting inspection reports existed
;

i for the FEB stairs. The disposition instructs reinspection of bolting
and welding. This reinspection was performed by Ebasco QC (Roger West)
and was accepted. (Report i C-0032 dated 11/7/83)

i

( Note that this NCR has nothing to do with concrete or the common mat.
' It is not broad in scope and does not involve multiple deficiencies.

l.
,:

?

o
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Response: (25 Continued)

I NCR-W3-5565 (Fuel Handling Building Bridge Crane)

This NCR is very similar to NCR W3-5563 in that it was written again t Jana
Oges because her supervisor, J. Portuit, neglected to cosign her inspection
reports. As a result of this NCR, Portuit submitted signed testimony dated
7/11/83 that he was present and supervised all inspections by Oges. On
that basis, this NCR was closed. The inspections were on the crane reaving

i on 8/15/79 to 8/22/79.

Note that this NCR has nothing to do with concrete or the cosmon mat. It

is not broad in scope and does not involve multiple deficiencies.

NCR W3-5973 (Fuel Bandling Building Tornado Door)

This NCR states that 1) inspector D. Noss was not a certified weld,

inspector, and 2) two welds on the door frama were first rejected and
subsequently accepted without additional inspection reports.

,

The NCR was closed on the basis that both welds had previously passed,

RT and MT examinations and visual inspection was not necessary. It
should be noted that D. Noss was technically qualified, by experience
and education,at the time the inspections were performed, and was
subsequently formally certified on 8/24/77.

,

4 -
'

Note that this NCR has nsthing to do with concrete or the common mat. *

*

It is not broad in scope and does not involve multiple deficiencies.

:

NCR W3-6245 (Daily Cadweld Inspection Reports)

This NCR states that certain Daily Cadweld Inspection Reports have five
(5) inspectors' signatures or initials with noticeable differences which
renders t'asir authenticity indeterminate.

The NCR was initially closed, on the basis that documentation was found
which showed that the cadwelds were previously inspected and accepted.
This closure accepted the cadwalds "As-Is" with no corrective action.

Subsequently, the NCR was reopened and attachments 9, 10, 11, and 12
were added to the NCR package. These attachments included signed state-
ments by Sam Horton, H. Don Ernst, Nicholas M. Donlick, and Leonard
rmminski giving explanations for the appearance of irregular signatures and
confirming their authenticity. (Original documents were soiled in the
field and were re-written.) The NCR was closed 1/12/84. See also the response
to Question 13.

NCR W3-5997 (Clan Shell Filter Blanket)

This NCR is very lengthy (about 200 pages) and addresses 64 individual
findings detailed in Attachment I to the NRC (copy attached).

!

.
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Response: (25' Continued)
!

The NCR was closed after evaluation and satisfactory conclusions by the
,

.

Site Soils Engineer. The bases for closure are detailed in Attachment IV
i of the NCR (copy attached).

! It should be noted that the purpose of the clan shell filter was to ensure
! a uniform water pressure under the sat during recharge. Settlement data

shows that settlement of the sat has stabilized with acceptable
differential settling. Thus, it is concluded that the clan shell filter
successfully fulfilled its primary purpose.

NCR-W3-5998 (Sample Splice Failure Parts)

This NCR finds that
t

1) the failure rate in one group of sample splices exceeded the
specification limit of 1 failure in 15 consecutive samples.'

,

2) splicing was not terminated as required by the specification.

3) the cadwelder was not recertified as required by the specification.
1

4) additional samples were not obtained and tested as required by the ,

specification when the failure rate exceeds the specified limit.

The rhcosmanded disposition stated that the author of the NCR (G. Hill / 7
H. Savage) erred (miscounted) and in fact the failure was only 1 in 15.
not 2 in 15 as stated. Consequently, it was not necessary to terminate -

the splicing, re-certify the cadwelder, or take additional samples. -

,

The engineering evaluation agreed with the recommended disposition, but
required some additional evaluation (Attachment 5 of NCR-W3-5998) of thej

i test data based based on AEC clarification of Reg. Guide 1.10 in AEC memo
j dated May 15, 1973. (Attachment 6 of NCR-W3-5998) Although we believe the
t required evaluation was done, it was not properly documented. At the request '

[' of Mr. William Crossman (USNRC), this NCR was reopened on 3/14/84 and the
I evaluation per Attachment 5 of the NCR was performed. We expect the NCR

to be expeditiously closed.

L Note that this NCR is hardly " broad in scope, involving multiple
deficiencies" sad the failed sample splices did not come from the common"

mat. Of four failed sample splices addressed by this NCR, two came from
the Fuel Bandling Building, one came from a pressuriser wall, and one
came from the primary shield wall.

eq
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Attachment I - Detailed Description of Nonconformance W3-
,

,

Item I: Compliance of Clam'Shell Filter Blanket construction with the
! Test Fill.

-
.

A) Description of Nonconformance

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2, para. 6, The Test Fill Report (Att. III)
does not provide specific criteria required by Q.C. in order
to verify cosy 11ance with requirements of Spec. LOU.1564.482,

~

para. 6.2h or Spec. LOU.1564.482, Attachment entitled Clam
Shell Filter 31anket Placement and Conosction Procedures, page 14,

- "

top paragraph.

| 1) This c6ndition renders:
a) theacceptabilityofkhesourceofthematerialactually'

used during construction indeterminate and
!

l
b) the acceptability of the compactive equipment actually

used during construction indeterminate.

! 2) The absence of quantitative acceptance criteria renders
the acceptability of the in-place density test results,
for the in place clan shall, indeterminate. Affects all work.

O~ .

B) Description of Nonconformance
.

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2, para. 6 and Spec. 1564.482 and attachment
entitled Clan Shell Filter Blanket Placement and Compaction

|
Procedure, the construction work performed on the Filter Blanket

' uses techniques not provided for during the Clan Shell Filter
Blanket Test Fill. These violations, by strip, are as follow:.

1) I

a) Report dated 10/24/75' indicates clam shell was not in
.

place and Gunite was placed on entire horizontal surface.

of Strip 1. - The test fill program made no provis' ion for*

clan shall compaction, and effect of compaction on shell,
| on large gunite surfaces. (See Att. II, page 1)

b) Lift thickness for placement dated 10/28/75 is indicated
as 15 %". Lift thiehn.as for placement dated 10/29/75
is indicated as 15". A lift thickness of 14 %" =ari==
is required. Site Soils Engineer review and approval of
this modification is not doctamented on an Ebasco NCR, FCR,

or DCN. (See Act. II, pages 5 and 17)

w

.

i

. .
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.

2) Strip 2

a) Report dated 2/23/76 does not indicate authority for
replacement of gunite with 3 ft. thick concrete wall.
There are no concrete in=pection records for the concrete
as required by Ebasco Procedures QCIP-6 and QCIP-7 and
J.A. Jones Procedure W-SITP-7. Site Scils Engineer

review and approval of this modification is not documented
on an Ebasco Nm, FM, or DCN. (See Att. II, page 30),

-

b) Report dated 12/13/75 indicates shall placement in standing
water. Site Soils Engineer review and approval for this
modification is not documented on an Ebasco NCR, FCR, or
DCN. (See Att. II, page 42)

c) Report dated 12/15/75 indicates pan vibrator used on en-
tire surface of strip. Site Soils Engineer authorized
use on " soft spot" only. Test Fill does not provide
for use of hand compactors except for restricted areas.
(See Att. II, page 53)

3) Strip 5

al Report 3, dated 2/10/76 does not indicate authority foe*
,

replacement of gunite with 3 ft. thick concrete wall.
.r There are no concrete inspection records for the concrete i

as required by Ebasco Procedures QCIP-6 and QCIP-7 and ,

%
J.A. Jones Procedure W-SITP-7. Site Soils Engineer'

review and approval of this modification is not docuented
on an Ebasco N 2 , F 2 , or DCN. (See Att. II, page 97)

'/ b) Test fill requires 10 passes of a vibratory roller on the
,

clam shell. The Test Fill Report analyses the effect
,

of up to 14 passes on the gradation and permeability
characteristics of the clan shell. The inspection records*

indicate 40 passes of the vibratory roller were applied
to this strip. The effect, on the gradation and perunability
characteristics, of this overcompaction are indeterminate.
Site soils Engineer review and approval of this modification
is not doctmented on an Ebasco NGL, FM, or DCN. (See Act. II,

pages 98, 103, 105, 108, and 110s)

Item IIr Traceability /Losation Deficiencies
,

A) Description of Bonconformance

Contrary to AMBI-N-45.2, para. 18 and ANSI-N-45.2.9, para. 3.2.1,
records for the Clam Shell Filter Blanket do not provide suf-
ficient data to accurately locate the individual placement
strips by co-ordinates. Therefore, the square footage of
the strips (individually) cannot be determined. Testinge

frequencies are based on square footage of the placement.
This readers compliance, with the required testing frequency,
indeterminate. (This affects all strips)

L
_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ . _
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B) Description of Nonconformance

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2, para.18, report dated 2/13/76 adds
as area to strip 5, the location of which is indeterminate.
(See Act. IL, page 111)

! Item III: Engineer's approval prior to shall placement

A) Description of Nonconformance

Contrary to QCIP-1, para. 6.1, the following placements of
shell proceeded without the prior (or subsequent) approval

i of the Site Soils Engineer documented on Ebasco Fora QC-132.

1) Strip 1i

a) Placement on 10/24/75,10/27/75,10/28/75 or 10/29/75*

| 2) Strip 4

a) Placement on 2/13/76 or 2/14/76 ,

3) Strip 5
,

l

a) Placement on 2/5/76, 2/9/76, 2/10/76 or 2/13/76
f%

4) Strip 6 ,

.
r

| a) Placement on 3/10/76.

i Item IV: Certification of Personnal
I

l A) Description of Nonconformance

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2.6, the following individuals performed+

] inspection without certification to a level and/or to activity.
(i -

#'

] 1) Strip 1

1
a) Inspector r-inaki (Jones)'

(See Act. II, pages 1, 2, 7)
*

i

b) Inspector. Phillips (Ebasco)
(See Att. II, pages 4,16)

c) Technician T. Basel (Site Test Lab)
(See Act. II, pages 20, 22, 23, 24, 26)

2) Strip 2-

a) Inspector Frick (Jones)
(See Act. II, pages 37, 36, 50, 53)

'
.

i *

-
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Item IV: A) 2) (cont.)4

b) Technician T. Hazel (Site Tast Lab)
(See Att. II, pages 58, 60)

3) Strip 3

a) Inspector Kaminski (Jones)
(See Att. II, page 70)

b) Technician T. Hazel (Site Test Lab)
(See Att. II, pages 81, 83)i

.

c) Inspector Eiff (Jones)
,

(See Att. II, page 70)'

4) Strip 4

a) Inspector Frick (Jones)
,

(See Att. II, page 85)

b) Technicip T. Hazel (Site Test Lab)
(See Act. II, page 92) ,

,

,

' 5) Strip 5

a) Inspector Frick (Jones) r

(See Act. II, page 98)

b) Inspector Horton (Jones)
(See Att. II, page 111)

c) Technician T.' Hazel (Site Test Lab)
(See Act. II, pages 117, 118, 119, 120, 121)

) 6) Strip 6

| a) Inspector Frick (Jones)
j (See Att. II, page 126)-

b) Technician T. Basel (Site Test Lab)
(See Act. II, pages 132, 133)

Item V: Testing

A) Description of Nonconformance
.

Contrary to ASTM-D-2167 '66, in-place density test holes do
3 required test hole size, per Table 2.not meet =inf== 0.1 ft

In addition moisture determination used"in computation of
;

j in-place density was not performed in accordance with para. 4.4*

Instances are as follow: _, ,i
,

J -

. -
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Itea V: A) (cont.)
|

| 1) , Strip 1 (See Att. II, pages 20, 22, 23, 24, 26)
$
; 2) Strip 2 (See Act. II, pages 58, 60)

j 3) Strip 3 (See Att. II, page 81) -
>

4) Strip 4 (See Act. II, page 92)

5) Strip 5 (See Act. II, pages 117, 118, 119, 120, 121)

L 6) Strip 6 (See Att. II, page 132)

B) Description of Nonconformance
,

contrary to Spec. LOU-1564.469, para. 5.2 and Spec. LOU-
1564.482, pse 14, Attach ==*, which give testing frequencies
in terns of square footage of placement for the foundation and
filter blanket, the inspection records do not provide suf-
ficient data to determine the square footage of the areas

| inspected. The compliance of the testing progr e with the
testing frequency is indeterminate. (All strips are affected)

C) Description of Nonconformance ,

O i
Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2, para.18 and ANSI-N-45.2.9, para. :

;- *

3.2.1, the location of all in-place density tests on the
foundation and the Clam shall Filter Blanket are indeter-'

minate. The tests were performed in a three dimensional |

medium, but were located in only two dimensions. (All tests
for all strips are affected)

L NUEE: Tests for Strip 1 do not fall anywhere within the
j Nuclear Plant Island as per co-ordinates given compared with

co-ordinate grid attached to test report (See Att. II, pages ."

26, 27) (Test #453, #454, #455)
.

D) Description of Nonconformance
S

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2.9, para. 3.2.I, the in place density'

!

tests on the foundation material cannot be traced to the cor- -
responding Laborfory Moisture-Desity Relation Test Report.

used in conjtmetion with per-contage of cospection determina-
tion. (All foundation tests are affected. See QC-83 Forms
containing f a===d=rian tests, located in Att. II)

E) Description of Nonconfocusace ,
. ,

Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2.9, para. 3.2.6, the following test,

I' reports (by strip) contain improper changes by unknown person-
l' nel. These alterations change test locations or test readings.

As determined from the original, at the Site Test Lab, the,

original entry had been noted on the report contained in Att. II.,

i

!

i

*

:!
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Item V: E) (ccat.)

[ 1) Strip 1

[ a) Form QC-83 for tests 452 thru 461 exists in two
L distinct versions. The two versions give different

hole volumes for Test #452. Percentage coupsetion is
indeterminate. Other differences have been indicated
on the reports. (See Att. II, pages 24, 26) These
Zarca copies have ink entries by unknown.

b) Form QC-83 for tests 486 thru 495 exists in two dis-
i tinct versions, one is dated 10/28/75, the other is

! dated 10/29/75. Both are Zarox copies' containing ink
entries by unknown personnel. (See Att. II, pages

20, 22)

2) Strip 5

a) Forms QC-83 contain improper changes made by unknown
personnel. The changes consist of erasum of original
data and entry of new data. The original records,
coupleted in pencil, were reviewed at the Site Test
Lab, and, where possible, the original data had been

c.

f noted on the report contained in Act. II. (See Att. II,

; O > = 227. 118. tt'. 12o) <=*i i= < 41 9 tei i==
purposes only.)

3) Strip 6

a) Forms QC-83 contain improper changes made by unknown
personnel. The changes consist of erasure of original
data and entry of new data. The original records,
completed in pencil, were reviewed at the Site Test
Lab, and where possible, the original _ data had been

|; noted on the report contained in Att. II. (See
i Att. II, page 133)

i
$ F) Description of Nonconformance

il Contrary to the Clam hall Filter Blanket Test Fill Report,
Act. III, the required value of 102 lbe./ft1 was not used_ , _ . . ,

to compute the pecentage of couyaction of in-place clam shell.

1) Test 800 used 105.0 lbs./ft.3 (See Act. II, page 119)

2) Tests 833 thru 837 used 102.7 lbe./ft.3 (See Act. II. pg.132)

t Item VI: Doctmented Deficiencies without Documented Corrective Action

| A) Description of Nonconformance
.

L
Contrary to ANSI-N-45.2, para.18, the records do not indicate

u

b
corrective action for the following doctamented deficiencies.

l
i

*

_ .
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Item VI: A) (cont.)-

|

1) Strip 1
.

a) Report dated 10/27/75 does not indicate status of, in- '

pact on, or re-compaction of, in-place clam shell when
gunite previously applied, was replaced. (See Att. II,

page 2)

2) Strip 2

a) Report dated 12/10/75 indicates unacceptable trim of
gunite and unacceptable removal of surplus rAterial
and overspray. Remarks section indicates the wooden
stakes were not removed. No corrective action is
indicated.. (See Act. n , pages 28, 29)

b) Report dated 12/12/75 does not indicate adequate corrective
<

action for the 4", compacted lift thickness, clas
shell. (See Act. n, pages 36, 42)

i

c) Report dated 12/13/75, first shift, indicates water
standing in West half of strip. Contractor allowed to
place shell. Site soils Engineer review and approval -

of this modification is not documented on an Ebasco
NQL,- FM, or DCN. See note by M. Teachin at bottom

(! of page 37 of Att. n. (See Att. II, page 42)

d) Report dated 12/12/75 indicates 5 temporary aumps were
dug. There is no indication of subsequent placement
and compaction of clan shell in these sumps. (See
Atr. II, page 33)

e) Report dated 12/15/75 indicates " West." area was cut and
part of " East" area was filled. This disturbed the sur-
face. Only one pass was applied with a pan vibrator.,

(See Att. n, pages 51, 52)
4

WZE: Refer to Item IB2c for use of pan vibrator on
,

large, non-restricted area.
'

3) Strip 3

a) Report dated 12/19/75 indicates "... drainage ditch dug
on both sides of Strip 3 ... lined with Mirafi cloth and

' filled with shall ..." The area identified is indeter-
minate. Verification of the foundation material ex-
posed is not documented. (The Test Fill makes no
provision for compaction of the 2 ft. lift thickness
used for this work.) (See Att. II, page 68)

b) Report dated 12/19/75 indicates "... temp. drainage
; - ditch dus on North side of Strip 3. App. 2 ft deep

i
and 3 ft. wide. Covered with Mirafi paper and icose-

clan shell ... No compaction." The area identified is'

indeterminate. There is no documented evidence of sub-j
sequent compaction. (See Att, n, page 69),

,

1 -
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Item VI: A) (cont.)

4) Strip 4
.

a) Report dated 2/11/76 indicates unacceptable trim of
; gunite. This entry has been changed to acceptable by

unknown personnel. The acceptability of corrective'

action is not documented or verifiable. The current
status of this work is indeterminate. (See Att. II, .

*

page 84)'

b) There is no record of slope protection for the east
two-thirds of the North Wall or on an indeterminate

2

: length of the north portion of the East Wall. Length
! of exposure time of the foundation material to the
i elements is indeterminate. (Ref. Spec. LOU.1564.482,
! Attachment, page 12, 2nd. para.)

5) Strip 5

I a) Reports 1 and 2 dated 2/5/76 indicates unacceptable
j. trim of gunite and unacceptable removal of surplus
c material and overspray. No quantitative description
j of these deficiencies is given. No corrective action

is indicated. (See Act. II, pages 95, 96)j
- b) Report 2 dated 2/5/76 indicates "some" contamination of

,
the clam shall due to overspray. No corrective action
is indicated. (See Att. II, page 96)

c) Report dated 2/13/76 indicates alternate methods of
compaction used are unacceptable (per the Site Soils
Engineer). No corrective action is indicated. (See
Att. II, page 111)

.-

6) Strip 6r
1.

f
'- tria of gunite and unacceptable removal of surplus

a) Reports 1 and 2 dated 3/9/76 indicates unacceptable

material and overspray. No quantitative description
of these deficiencies is given. No correctiv,e action
is indicated. (See Act. II, pages 124, 125)

L b) There is no record of slope protection for the West
Wall or for appr-4wely 177 ft. of the South, start-

i

| ing from junction with West Wall and moving eastward.

!
'

Length of exposure time of the forndation material to|- - -

the elements is indeterminate. (Ref. Spec. LOU.1564.
482, Attachment, page 12, para. 2)

r.

.

.

%

h.
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Item VI: A) (cont.)

7) Strip 2

a) Report dated 12/12/75 indicates the clam shell filter
blanket was penetrated by a " mud spurt" of approximately
120 ft.2 There is no indication of corrective action,

particularly placing Mirafi over area and subsequent
replacement and compaction of clam shell. (Ref. The
Clam Shell Filter Blanket Test Fill Report, para. 4.2,

"~

page 5 (Att. III to the N2) ) (See Att. II, pages 35,
36)

f Based on the deficiencies noted above the acceptability of the

| Clan Shell Filter Blanket is indeterminate.

i

i

i

A
~

O
-

|
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AITACHMENT IV

ENGINEERING DISPOSITION OF
NONCONFORMANCE REPORT W3-5997

ITEM I: Compliance of Clam Shell Filter Blanket Construction With Test Fill:

I-A-1-a - Use As Is:

The test fill for the Clan Shell Filter Blankat was performed on

September 10, 1975. The Clan Shell used was supplied by Brothers Construction
Inc. (A Giambelluca Construction Inc.) who was supplying Clam Shell to the site
since August, 1974 under temporary purchase order W3-848 (Ps. 133). The

. purchese specification for P.O. W3-848 required that all clan shall material
come from Lake Ponchartrain as shown in the typical supplement #5 to PO W3-848'

presented as page 134.
3

On September 10, 1975, Brothers Construction company was delivering 672 yd
| of clan shell for general surf acing repair of roads, and laydown yards (pg.

135). .Several trucks of shall were taken from this delivery order to build the
i test fill. All subsequent clan shall used for the construction of the filter

j blanket was delivered by Brothers Construction Inc. taken from Lake
- Ponchartrain as shown in the typical material received report attached as page

136 and on each Ebasco Inspection Report Form QC-93 typically shown on page 4.
Therefore, the material used during construction is found to be from the same
source as the test fill.

..

i
I-A-1-b - Use As Is:

'

Compaction of the Clam Shell Filter Blanket Test Section was performed by a
rubber tire, self propelled, smooth drum. vibratory roller imparting a minimum of

,

|- 10 tons of energy in accordance with the test fill construction procedure
CP-203, Section 6.3.4 (Attachment III Page 3 of 8.) and as shown in Clan Shell
Filter Test Fill Report, November, 1975 (Attachment III, Photo No. 8).

The compaction of the Clan Shell Filter Blanket itself was performed by an
identical rubber tire, self propelled, smooth drum vibratory roller as
documented on the Ebasco Inspection Reports (QC-93) typically shown in
Attachment II, Pages 5, 33, 72, etc. and in the Waterford Record Photograph #648i

| dated 3-16-76 showing the roller on the side of strip #6 (pg.'137).

I Specification requirements in LOU 1564.482, Section 6.2h requiring
compatibility of test fill and production compaction equipment type or model
refer to generic type or model, such as smooth drum vibratory versus static
tandom vedgefoot roller and were compiled with.

.

!

,

P
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I-A-2 - Use As Is:

The Clan Shell Filter Blanket was installed in accordance with an
attachment to technical specification LOU-1564.482. This attschment was a
direct result of the Clan Shell Filter Blanket Test Report (Attachment III) and
is a method specification. It requires a roller type and a number of passes on
suitable clan shell. Coupliance with this method specification is documented on
the Ebasco Inspection Report Forms QC-93 typically shown in Attachment 11 Pages
5, 33, 72 -etc. In place density tests were run for information to be provided
to the Site Soils Engineer for review and technical evaluation.

,

I

j I-B-la - Use As Is:
.

The Gunite installed on the west wall of Strip #1 and on the adjacent 3 foot
j horizontal bara at el -40 Attachment II, page 1 was authorized by the Site Sails

Engineer, prior to the placement of Clan Shell at this area. This was done to
comply with specification requirements stated in the Clam Shell Filter Blanket
Attachment to the technical specification LOU-1564-482 (Attachment III)
requiring slope protection of the. exposed vertical faces of the final phase IV
excavation within 8 hours of excavation. Delays in Clan Shell placement
prevented the placement of the shall prior to the guniting; therefore, to,

j protect exposed f aces, guniting was approved out of sequence by the Site Soils
; (*% Engineer. The horizontal surface mentioned was on the EL -40 berm at the top of

E/ the vertical face and not in Strip #1 as indicated in the NCR. No effects were-

| realized on the Cism Shen Blankat.

I I-5-lb'- Use As Is:
|

The thickness requirements of 10-inch mini == and 14 inch =ari== for the
Clan Shell Blanket as defined in the Attachment to technical specification
LOU-1564.482 Page 13. " Placement" (Attachment III) were designed for the
following reasons:

1.- The 10-inch minimum thickness was specified to provide the

] required permeability of the filter blad =t.

2.. The 14 inch mari== thickness was specified so as not to allow~

an overthick clan shell layer which could conceivably encroach
into the base sat above elevation -47 and effect the concrete
cover thickness under the bottom rows of rebar.p

Practical experience gained during the actual Phase IV excavation indicated
that excavation usually exceeded the elevation -48.25 goal. Over thick shell
areas'(plus 1-2 inches) were therefore found to be below the elevation of the
bottom of the mad mat and not into the area of the structural met. .In cases
where thick shall areas were measured, the shall was either shaved or the mud
sat thickness was adjusted. In all cases bowever, the bottom of the Class I
foundation mat was kept to E1 -47.

-. . ,

L |

*
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The recorded thickness of 15h" on 10-28-75 (Attachment 2, page 5) and 15"
on 10-29-75 (Attachment 2, page 17) are therefore found to be acceptable as is.

.

I-B-2A - Use As Is:
,

In localized areas where the permanent vertical faces of the Phase IV
excavations caved in, and the gunite slope protection was destroyed, lean
concrete backfill was used to reconstruct the vertical face and guaite layer.
Since these areas were very localized, and since the lean concrete always
provided the strength of the pleistocene clay it replaced and offered a vertical
face to form the structural eat against, this backfill procedure was approved
and used as necessary throughout the Phase IV excavation operation. The case
described in 2-23-76 (Attachment II Page 30) is a typical av==ple where concrete<

backfill was gsed for repair without influencing the design of the structural
Ebasco procedures QCIP-6 and 7 and J. A. Jones procedure W-STIP-7 covers 'mat.

structural concerate only. Therefore, no PCR or DCN was required for the use of
lean concrete as a substitute for soil.

I-B-2b - Use As Is:

A review of the referenced inspection report (Attachment II, Page 42) -

(C#3
indicates the possibility of placement of clan shall into standing water
however, it is not clearly defined. The record further states that a meeting
was held between construction (K. Flanigan) and Engineering (B. Watt) and the 1

Site Soils Engineer (M. Teachin) allowing placement of shell. A review of the
technical specification LOU-1564.482, Attachment on clan shall, shows that the
only moisture content requirement is after compaction. In-place density tests
on this Strip [ Attachment 11 Page 58, Tests 2-3 (670) and 2-4 (671)] indicate

;i moisture contents of 5.5 and 5.7% respectively. Therefore, the after compaction
'

moisture content tests show the shall fill to be acceptable.

I-B-2c - Use As 1st
|
| Note: Refer to page 51 for problem statement, in addition to page 53.

The inspection report referenced in Attachment II, Page 51 is explained in
greater detail on page 53. From page 51, it is noted that no new shall was
placed, only that 15611:ed areas of thick shell on the west half of Strip #2
were bladed to thin sections on the east half of Strip #2. These localized
areas were then recompacted by the pan (plate) vibrator. Page 53 clearly
indicates that the entire Strip #2 was properly compacted with a large roller.
The exception of the localized repair areas which were properly compacted with
the pan vibrator to the Site Soils Engineers satisfaction is in accordance with

~

the specification requirements.

;

'
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I-B-3A - Use As Is:

This is an identical case as described in Section I-B-2a of this NCR.
Please see that disposition, which applies in this case as well.

[ I-5-3b - Use As Is:
t

In a review of the number of passes placed on Scrip #5 clam shell the
j following understandings were developed:
I
'

1. Shell placed and compacted'- 2-9-76 day (Pg. 102-103)

2. Thickness checked - 2-9-76 night (Pg. 104-105) Notation of 6 passes
- given in previous shift is in error. Should have read 10 passes

3. Shell recompacted with 10 passes - 2-10-76 day (Pg. 107-109)

4. Survey error in width of Strip #5 lead to the addition excavation of a
narrow strip of soil on the south end of Strip #5'(approximately 8'

| wide). Clas shell was placed and properly compacted on this narrow
strip on 2-13-76 (Pages 110-113) .

1
.

5. Site Soils Engineering approval of the original (narrow strip) was
given on 2-11-76 (Pg.109) prior to the discovery of the survey error,

f 6. Approval was given for the narrow strip on 2-13-76 by the Site Soils !
!

| Engineer (Pg. 111).
h

(i In conclusion, it appears that 20 passes were given to the originally cut
i Strip #5 which is contrary to the method specification stated in the attachment
i . to LOU-1564.482, requiring 10 passes.

The effects of this overcompaction of the clan shall are found to have a
negligible effect on the quality of the final clan shall blanket for the
following reasons:

1. An extrapolation of the Settlement vs number of passes curve from the
Clan Shell Filter Blanket Test Report (Attachment III) presented as
page 138, Attachment IV indicates that less than %" of addition

; settlement is realized by the application of the addition 10 passes of
; compaction equipment.

2. An extrapolation of the'% compaction vs. number of passes curve from e,

the Clan Shell Filter Blankat Test Report (Attachment III) presented
as page 139 indicates that approximately 1% additional compaction will
be realized by the additional 10 passes of compaction equipment.

|i
-

':
|

'

<
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3. An Extrapolation of the gradation vs. number of passes curve from the
Clan Shell Filter Blanket Test Report (Attachment III) presented as
page 140 indicates that although the surface of the clam shell may
undergo some slight additional breakdown from the 3/4" to #16 size
screens, no additional - #200 particles will be created which could
effect the permeability of the shell blanket.

In conclusion, the overcompaction of the Clan Shell Filter Blanket in Strip
#5 created a less compressible, slightly denser blanket without effecting the
permeability of the filter which is therefore found to be acceptable.

.

ITEM II - Traceability / Location Deficiencies

II-A - Use As Is: |*

.

The documented sizes of each of the Clan Shell Filter Blanket scrips is
presented in the geologic mapping report dated February, 1977 Figure No. I
attached as page 141 in Attachment IV. The square footage of each of the strips
is thus calculated to be:

.

Number of Tests
; -

Strip No. Surface Area ft Required Actual ;
.

1 267(97.5) = 26,032 6 6

2 267(58.5) = 15,619 4 4

| 3 267(70) = 18,690 4 5

|
4 267(48.5) = 12,976 ft.. 3 4'

i 5 267(58.5) = 15,619 4 5*

t

267(47.0) = 12,549 3 5i 6 -

I 267(380) 24 29

Review of the above table indicates that each of the six strips had at

! lust the required number of tests and in fact, five (5) additional tests were
performed in total.

|
.

.

.

t
'

.
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) II-B - Use As Is:

As previously described in the response to NCR Item I-B-3B, due to a survey
; error, Strip #5 was cut 8 feet too narrow in the North-South direction. The
j addition strip excavated on 2-13-76 is documented to be on the South side of
| Strip #5 (pg.110) and is documented to be called the "Deyo Strip", and is 8

foot wide (pg. 112).
.

-
,

I
'

Item III - Engineer's Approval Prior To Shell Placement

; III-A-(1-4) - Use As Is:
,

In all of the strip placements listed except Scrip #1, the J. A. Jones Clam
Shell Filter B1mokat Inspection Report Form W-SITP-2 was signed by the Site
Soils Engineer on the line entitled " Release for Installation and Compactioni

Obtained Yes X No ."

It is true that the Ebasco Site Soils Engineer Release Fora QC-132 From
QCLP-1 cannot be found. However, the existing signatures on the J. A. Jones
Documentation and the Release on Strip #1 indicate that the engineers approval
wks given. Refer to the following S,ite Soils Engineer Releases:

. /% Strip #1 Page 6 & 7
(.1 .

2 31, 37 & 38

3 64 4 70
7
t

4 85

5 98

6 126.

i Item IV - Certification of Personnel - Use As Is

Certification of the personnel referenced in this section of the NCR has
been reviewed by Ebasco QA, GEO Q&, and the Site Soils Engineer. In their
responses to this issue, attached in Attachment IV, pages 154 - 1 it is
stated that all of the personnel listed in this NCR were qualified to perform
the inspection they did, at the time they did them, although Employer
Certification did not exist. Therefore, the inspection by these personnel,
based on their qualification, is acceptable.

.
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Item V - Testing
,

V-A-1-6 - Use As Is:

An analysis of the gradation of the compact)d Clan Shell Af ter 10 passes
indicates that over 90% of the shell is smaller than 3/4 of an inch (page 140)

and over 60% of the material is smaller than of an inch.

In accordance with the Site Soils Engineer's interpretation of the intent

of Table 2 of ASTM D-2167-67 it is our understanding that a mini p test hole
volume ranging from .050 ( " asterial) to 0.075 (1" material) f t would be
acceptable (page 142) using this interpretation all of the 29 clan shell density
tests are found to be valid. The variance in the use of minor reduced volume in
the size of the density hole has a negligible effect on the test result in this
case.

f

#'
V-B - Use As Is:

As stated in the response to NCR Section II-A, the Clan Shell Filter

BlanketTestingfrequencieswerecompgledwithusingtherequirementsfor
density testing of 1 test per 5000 ft for the foundation materials, 24 tests,

were required and 27 tests were performed as shown in foundation asterial*
,

property table presented in Attachment IV on page 141.

O'
,

V-C - Use As Is: i

Based upon the geometry of the phase IV excavation, as shown on design
drawing LOU 1564-G-489, Section A-A, the elevations of the f' undation and clano
shell tests are known as follows:

Bottom of Plant Island Material: -47.00..

'2-3" thd Hat (Avg. 3") -47*.252
||
b 10-14 Shell Blanket (Avg.12") -48.252
!i
j! Using this information, elevations recorded on each Ebasco Inspection

Report (QC-93) typically shown on pages 32, 65, etc., and the North-South and
]j Iast-West coordinates on the density tests forms typically shown on pages 81,
1 132, etc., the three dimensional location of all foundation tests (El -48.25)

sad cism shall tests (El -47.25) is found..

! Relative to the note on the location of clan shell density tests 453-455,
these tests were located properly but plotted on the wrong grid (pg. 27). A'

second grid was used for the foundation and clan shall testing program locations
as typically shown on pages 61, 82 etc. Replotting the density tests 453-455 on
this grid, as shown on Attachment IV, page 143 shows these tests to fall
randomly within Strip #1 as indicated on page 27.,

y- s.
_
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V-D - Use As Is

In accordance with page 9 of the geologic mapping report dated February,
1977, and enclosed in Attachment IV, Page 144, each foundation density test had
a proctor test run on the density hole material and surrounding material (50f
sample) to determine the exact percent compaction. The results of the in-place
density tests and their corresponding proctor tests are preseccsd on the final
geologic map presented in Attachment IV, page 141 along with the minus 200 data
and the exact location of the test within the appropriate strig. Final
acceptance of foundation density tests was made in NCR-W3-193 topy attached as
pages 145-149.

*

t
- V-E - Use.As Is:
t

A general review of all of the changes discussed in this section of the NCR
are the result of a review of by testing results performed by the laboratory
itself. Although the changes were improperly entered on the test records, it is
believed that these changes were performed in the interest of correcting errors
detected dering quality reviews within the testing laboratory itself and are
therefore acceptable.

*
.

V-E-1-a - Use As Is

CO The following discussion any explain the discrepancy in the volume recorded
in test 452.

On the initial density record recorded in the field jQC-83 Pg. 24) a volume
3of .0736 ft was recorded yielding a density of 85.0 f/ft . Upon review in the

lab, on the same day, the inspector noted that the volume of this hole was
larger than the two following holes he dus which he may have felt was not true

He therefore adjusted the volume to .0636dug to his any ry of the situation.
ft , a .01 f t . adjustment which he believed could have been a reading error on
the sight tube on the densometer (pg. 26). This is a possible explanation of
the change and if it is accepted or not, this tesc 452 can be voided without
influencing the quality of the shall since it was taken after only 6 passes, and
not included in the per==nant record of required tests taken after 10 passes.

V-E-1-b - Use As Is:

The Density Test Record on page 20 is a field copy dated 10-28-75. Due to
a significant number of changes and noted recorded in the field, the form was
rewritten for clarity on the following day (gage 22 10-29-75) and a recording
error in density test 495 in volume (8.01 fe ) was corrected.- In addition,
foundation proctor valves were inserted in the proper boxes and percent
compactions were calculated. The form shown on page 22 a corrected record and
superceded the form on page 20 and is acceptable as is.

.

.
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V-E-2s, 3A - Use As Is:

A review of these records indicates that in several places, data was erased
and changed. In all cases, corrected data appears to be consistent with other,

'

data recorded in this strip. It can only be concluded that these changes were;

j made on the spot by the inspector for the purpose of correcting errors in
; recording the data. Example; page 118 test number 751 changed to 752; Test 748

location E6-84N changed to 74N.

'Although these changes were documented improperly the corrected data is
consistent with the valves of unaltered test data on the same strip and is,

'
therefore considered to be acceptable.

V-T-1 & 2 - Use As Is:

.

On page 119 of Attachment 11 the note at the bottom of the page indicates
that in the inspectors opinion (due to a local compaction opera' tion by the hand
operated plate compactor) the clam shell was broken to a greater extent than 3
normal. In this case the increase in Lab Scandard Density from 102 to 105f/Ft
was more severe on the 1 compaction calculation and is considered to be
conservative and acceptable. ,

,

In a similar manner, the uge of a clam shell mari== proctor valve of3102.7f/Ft instead of 192.0f/ft on page 132 could only yield a slightly lower %"'

(C; compaction and is there. fore considered acceptable.

Item VI - Documented Deficiencies Without Corrected Action
i

VI-A-la - Use As Is:
;

As per the NCR response to Section I-B-la and I-B-2a, the replacement of
h, gunite is outside of the neat line of the Class I excavation and above the shell
! blanket. This type of operation was performed so as not effect the quality of

the in-place shell blanket. Even if minor effect were realized on the surface of-

the shell blanket, this area (10' wide) is so localized that effects on the'

permeability of the shell will be negiglible.

VI-A-2a - Use As 1st
-

The. wooden stakes referred to in inspection reports for gunite in Strip #2
page 29 and 29 are in the 3 foot horizontal gunite bara at E1 -40 at the top of
the Class I vertical face. They are outside of the Class I area and although it
was preferable to remove these stakes after guniting, in some cases they were'

left in place to support the gunite facing without any effect on the quality of
the slope protection.

'!
$ ^
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VI-A-25 - Use As Is:
4

The defective shell thickness shown on page 36 (12-12-75) of Attachment II
was corrected as stated on page 42 (by blading shell from the west half of the
strip). The final thickness of 9 inches is documented on the inspection report
attached as page 41 with the statement "OK on 12-12-75". The East half of Strip

#2 was reviewed by the Site Soils Engineer the following day on 12-13-75 and
found acceptable for mud est placement as documented on page 45 of Attachment
II.

VI-A-2c - Use As Is:

5 As per the inspector's notes on page 42 of Attachment II, in a decision
between the Site Scils Engineer and the Construction Superintendent, clan shell
was placed in standing water (in order to preserve the condition of the
foundation materials which would continue to swell and then dry and crack if
left uncovered). In place density tests performed on the West half of Strip #2
numbered 670 and 671 (pg. 58) indicate that at the time of final compaction the
standing water had drained away and moisture contents of 5.5 and 5.7% were
realized compared to a maximum allowable moisture content of 20%.

VI-A-2d - Use As Is:
*

- A review of the documentation from Attachment II pages 32 through 53 ,

'indicate that in two locations on the South half of the East half of Strip-#2
contained saturated localized spots of foundation silts. Upon compaction of the
Clan Shell Blankat, water from these silt foundation materials was vibrated to
the surface of the shall rendering the shell compaction unacceptable. Five
shall drainage sumps were excavated and pumped to remove excess water. Upon
further compaction, foundation silts pumped up through the shell causing a small
localized " MUD" pocket. The sumps were backi'illed with shell and recompacted
with a plate vibrator (pg. 37) and the mud pocket was allowed to relieve its
hydrostatic pressures for a day (pg. 36). Similar liquification problems of the
foundation silts were noted and treated (pg. 46) on the West half of Strip #2.

} Final approval of the entire strip was given by the Site Soils Engineer on' '

12-15-75 as stated on page 45 4 53 noting hand compaction of mud pocket areas
and that the sumps adequately compacted and approved.

.

VI-A-2e - Use As Ist

The understanding of the cut and fill operation documented on pg. 51 of
Attachment II is as follows:

.

L

!
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12-13-75 - day Cut & Fill +2 pa'ases Pg. 42

,12-13-75 - Night 4 passes Pg. 43

Total So Far 6 passes As Per Pg. 46
>

12-14-75 - Day Remainder of 6 passes Pg. 47, 48

This documentation indicates that the original Clan Shell Filter Blanket
was compacted with twelve passes prior to the cut and fill operation documented

| on page 51. The inspection report on page 51 indicates that only one inch of
material was moved and that the plate compaction of this one inch of loose'

material was found acceptable by the Site Soils Engineer as documented on page
53 approving the entire Strip #2.

VI-A-3a, 3b - Use As Is:

Based upon the problems documented in Strip #2 concerning liquification of
the foundation silts during compaction, drainage ditches were cut along the

j North and South lengths of Strip #3. This is partially documented on page 69 of
Attachment II. The drainage ditches were 2 foot deep and 3 foot wide, covered
with Miraff; Filter cloth and filled with shell. The normal Clan Shell Filter *
Blanket was then placed on top of these ditches (acting as foundation meterial)

j ("% and due to their narrow size needed no special compaction since compaction to a
\J reasonable density would be achieved during Clan Shell Filter Blanket Compaction

Operations.

This same drainage scheme was used in Strip #5 and is adequately documented
as to location and geometry on page 100 of Attachment II which is typical for

L Strip #3 as well.

| VI-A-4a - Use As Is:
.

No special knowledge is known of how this change was made. Documentation
available indicates that guaite placement on the West third of the North Wall of .

strip #4 originally need to be trimmed. Later during the shift, the gunite was
trimmed and the original form entry was changed by J. S. G. or D. S. G. or
MR "1" (unknown).

Since the gunite was later inspected and accepted by the Site Soils
Engineer prior to clan shall placement (page 85. Attachment II) on 2-13-76 and
since the guaite is not a Class I material and is documented to be structurallyp

|
thick enough the gunite, as placed should be considered to be cri m d back in an ,
acceptable manor.

.
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VI-A-4b - Use As Is:

Although missing documentation is indicated in the placement of gunite on
Strip #4, the Strip #4 was released for clan shen placement by the Site Soils
Insineer on 2-13-83. Completed gunite slope protection is indicated in Ebasco
Record Photographs #607 (West Face And West Half of the North Face), #620; .
(Entire East Face) and #624 which indicates a portion of the East half of the
North face of Strip #4. Copies of the photo's are attached as page 150 of
Attachment IV and originals are available from the site photographer.

VI-A-5a - Use As Is: -

Review of the inspection reports on the gunite placement of both faces of
Strip #5 dated 2-5-76 (pages 95 & 96, Attachment II) indicates that the

i overspray gunite was not trimmed off. The same day, the Site Soils Engineer and
| Field Engineer approved the strip for clam shall placement (pg. 98). This

indicates that either the overtrim was removed or it was located in a spot
(example the outer edge of the 3' horizontal barn on E1 -40) that would not
affect the Class I clan shell blanket or structural foundation mat. Therefore,

,

the overspray is found to be acceptable without removal.
i

*

i IV-A-5B - Use As Is:
*(gc

L/ As in the discussion above, without the adequate documentation, it can only
be assumed that the gunite contaminatioh of the clan she n along the West wall

, of Strip #5 was on the small amount of shell exposed . the Southwest Corner
Strip #3 under the m d mat. This is believed to be the case since Clan Shen
Placement in Strip #5 itself did not start until 2-9-76 - 4 days after the
placement of the gunite slope protection *(pages 102-108, Attachment II). In all
strips excavated, clan shall in the common excavation face (in this case, the
South edge of Strip #3 is the North edge of Strip #5) was cut back to key the

.,

: new shall into the existing shall blanket if the filter cloth was not present.
! Although not documented for Strip #5, this was a required construction
| operation, documented on the QC-93 form under the heading "EETING" on page 1 of
L the form.

Review of this item on pages'102, 104 and 107, indicates that the-localized
nature of this conemmination (3' from the West van in the Northwest corner) by
the documented entry "None". Keying was not required for this strip when the
filter blanket itself was placed. Therefore, it is believed that the saan
gusatities of contaminated claa.shall were removed and replaced and found
acceptable by the Site Soils Engineer on 2-11-76 (pg. 109, Attachment II).

.
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VI-A-Se - Use As Is:

A review of the Clan Shell Filter Blanket Inspection Report for the "DEYO"
strip added to the South side of Strip #5 (pg. 111, Attachment II) indicates
that the Site Soils Engineer approved the compaction of this Strip (Line 8) and
indicated that alternate methods of compaction were not used (Line #9). N
"DEYO" strip was cut after most of Strip #5 was already finished due to a survey
error. The original planned size of Strip #5 ( 55') was originally cut to 50'
vide and then expanded by 8' to a total width of 58'. m 3' oversize (58'

.

compared to 55') was specified so as to allow for normal compaction of this
strip by the 12 con rubber tire, vibratory smooth drum roller which is 8' vide.

The "No" on Line 9 is a statement that alternate methods were not used.
This strip is therefore found acceptable.

VI-A-6-a - Use As Ist
,

As stated previously in responses to similar portions of this NCR the
gunite is not a safety related material. In this case (pg. 124-125 Attachment
II) the Class I Clan Shell was not in place when the gunite was placed. The
tria and overspray indicated are primarily associated with gunite placement at
the top of the vertical' face on the E1 -40 bers. b refore, no impacts on the

: Clan Shell Blanket or Structural Foundation Mat can be realized by the lack of

Gn3
' ' ' ' - * * * * ' * * * ' ' ' " " * * ' ' ' ' " * * * - ''' *"' '' * ''''
Soils Engineer and the Field Engineer (pg. 126, Attachment II) indicate that the
minor trimming activities documented on-2-9-76 were indeed performed and

,

; approved prior to the placement of Clan Shell the following day.

L
l ,VI-A-6b - Use As Ist
b
4 Record photographs #648 (3-16-76), #650 (3-18-76), #662 (4-2-76) and #666

(4-2-76) located on the strip key plan (Attachment IV Ps. 151) and shown oni

pages 152 and 153 show the presence of the gunite slope protection in question.
Although there exists at the present date, no documentation on its placement, it
is known to exist and Clan Shell Filte'r Blanket Placement against it was found
to be acceptable and approved by the Site Soils Engineer on 3-12-76 (pg. 130
Attachment II).

!; VI-A-7 - Use As Ist
| -

i As per the discussion presented in this response to the NCR for section
i VI-A-2d. N corrective action for the " Mud Spurt" was found to be acceptable"

by the Site Soils Engineer and approved on 12-15-75.
i

|
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26. 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?
j -

'

Response:

The GAMBIT article did not identify the specific " records packages" which
| contained the alleged deficiencies. However, it is known that Hill

generated the NCRs addressed in Question 25 which pertain to these
subjects.

The " soils documents" referred to by GAMBIT are probably those addressed
by NCR-W3-5997 (about 200 pages pertaining to the clan shell filter
blankat). Each of the 64 findings are detailed in Attachment I to

|.
NCR-W3-5997 and are summarized in the response to Question 25. Each
of the 64 findings were resolved by the Site Soils Engineer in Attachment

t

i IV of NCR-W3-5997 .
i

The cadwelding problems referred to are probably those documented in
.

NCR-W3-5998 also addressed in Question 25.
4

i

The waterstop problems were generally souges or nicks which were repaired.
Waterstops are not Class I items; their function is to prevent inleakage of
groundwater thereby minimizing the amount of water routed through the Waste ,

i Management System.
!
I The concrete placement problems were addressed in Question 9.*

,
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27. Do the allegations described in Phearson's meno and the Cambit article
,

reflect generally what happened during the constructin of the mat? If yes,
how would these non-conformance of QA/QC requirements affect the structural
integrity of the mat? If not, identify those allegation which are
unfounded and the basis thereof.

Response:

See response to Questions 9, 11, 14, 22, 24, 25, 26 and 28.
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28. In light of the allegations, documented NCRa, and QA/QC deficiencies, what
has LP&L done or what does LP&L intend to do in order to resolve the
allegations and deficiencies?

Response

LP&L letter W3E84-0629, copy attached, provides a summary LP&L response
to allegations regarding Waterford 3 quality. The general LP&L con-
clusions included in W3E84-0629 are as follows:

1. The allegations did not uncover any significant new information
regarding Waterford 3 quality.

2. Deficiencies.in the physical and records quality of Waterford 3
have been and are being addressed under the prograusatic require-
3ents of the Waterford 3 Quality Assurance Program.

3. LP&L has exerted extraordinary efforts in the resolution of'

deficiencies.
4. The general tone of the allegations, and the insinuations that

LP&L actives are questionable, are totally erroneous.
5. Continuing Waterford 3 activities in the Quality Assurance

areas are designed to redouble LP&L confidence in Waterford 3
quality.

.
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LOUISIANA
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P O W E R & L i G H T! pe. ,,. .~ - . .-
w crumee um.mme.m vosve.come . wi -

nunc
March 16,1984

ROTH S. LEDDICK*

sener vce prescent

Nucteer Coerstens

W3E84-0629
Q-3-A35.02.36.

i
|

'

Mr. John T. Collins
| Regional Administrator
| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cosmission
; Region IV
' 611 Ryan P1aza Drive

Suite 1000 *

Arlington, Texas 76011 '"

SUBJECT: Waterford 3 SES
Docket No. 50-382t

i .

! Deer Mr. Collins:

At a public meeting with NRC in Arlington Texas on February 1,1964. LP&L
i presented a status report on the results of its review of public allegations

concerning problems with Waterford 3 quality assurance documentation. We agreed
at that meeting to provide NRC with a written summary of our actions and the
results. Enclosed is a summary report of LP&L efforts in those areas which
relate to recent allegations regarding Waterford 3 quality. Documentation
supporting this summary is located at the Waterford 3 site and is available for
the NRC review.

.

rs very tnaly,

S. Leddick.

b

| RSL: cub
1

| cc: E.L. 31aka, W.M. Stevenson. D.M. Crutchfield, J. Wilson, G.L. Constable
|
|
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LFEL RESPONSE TO ELEGATIONS REGAIDING UATEEFORD 3 OUALITT
_

r ,+
.

.

FURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to provida a summarv' of LP&L efforts in those
areas which relate to recent allegations regarding Waterford 3 qualiev.
Documentation supporting this smry is located at the Waterford 3 site and is '

*

i available for NBC review.

iDISCUSSIGt
Allegations of Quality Assurance failures and faulty construction at Waterford 3
have surf aced via a reporter, writing for a New Orleans, Louisiana weekly
newspaper (the allager). The identified source of information for the allager
has been a person who was employed to review Quality, Assurance documents for
Ebasco Services, Inc., the construction annager of Haterford 3. Although the
newspaper accounts strongly insiamate that the actual construction is
unacceptably fanity, the allegations are essentially limited to alleged
discrepancias in the installation documentation. For simplicity, the
allegations are grouped according to content under nine categories, along with
LP&L responses based on review and research conduct,ed to date.
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g. I. A"'''APIONS TRAT TIE MANAGEIGNT OF TEE WATERFORD 3 FROJEC", PARTICULARLY
,

, -- . .. . - 11t UE AND ERASCO. CROSE TO IGNORE OR TO COVER UP DEFICIINCIES. ''

= .. __

,i Allegations that the management of the Waterford 3 Project chose to
ignore or to cover up deficiencies are totally erroneous. LFE is4

committed to the rigorous quality assurance requiremsats of nuclear
power plant construction and operation. and has responsibly fulfilled
this commitment throughout the project history.

j 1. A amiti-layered Quality Assurance Program, meeting the requirements
: of 10CF150. has been in effect throughout the project history.

Although criteria and interpretation of criteria for nuclear
;
' projects have generally become more conservative over the project
; history, the Waterford QA Program has kept pace by increasing the

Quality Assurance effort.

| 2. To date, there has never been a significant project-specific Quality
'

| Assurance breakdown on the project which was discovered other than
; through operation of the W3 Quality Assurance program itself.

.
The only such " breakdown" which might truly be classifind as

I significant resulted in imposition of a $20,000 fine by NRC in early
1983. This " breakdown" was discovered within the W3 Quality

j Assurance Program, and LFE established a broad corrective action
program. Mitigation of the fine by MRC from $A0.000 to $20,000
occurred because of NBC recognition of the broad corrective action
taken by LFE and the LFE role on identifying and reporting the

,

o br.shd n.-
.

; 3. LFE has, from the outset. 1st it be known that the company's
' * interest is to construct and operate Waterford 3 properly. The
| first official representation of this interest in quality was in the

Fr.14=4==7 Safety Analysis Report. issued in the last days of 1970.
,

The LFE policy statement in the first LFE QA Man =m1 for
o Constructions issued in June 1971, reiterated this interest, as did

*

subsequent revisions of the manual.

Since early 1980, this interest in quality has been further
emphasised by a letter from LP&L management, posted conspicuously in
various locations on the site, urging all project personnel to make
known any deficiencies of which they are aware.

Recomely. LFE has initiated a Quality Awareness Recline Program.
This progran allows any person on the project to report unresolved
quality concerns to a telephone number which is menned during the
normal workday and recorded during off hours. Anonymity is assured.
if desired by the caller. Each call mast be followed up by a
responsible LF E Quality Assurance Engineer. The hotline progras
posters are located throughout the site, and personnel have been
individually notified by distribution of hotline information with
their paychecks. Since publication of the Estline program on
December 19, 1983, there have been no calls to report deficiencies.

4 In an effort to further educate craft forenen with regard to the

i importance of quality assurance. LP&L directed Ebasco to implement ay.
| Foremen Training Program. The Foreman Training Program was carried

out in the summer of 1981.
l.
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5. 10CFR50.55(e) and 10CFt21 require reports to the NRC for certain
e, types of deficiencies. A formal program has been in existence at

, Waterford 3 to assure compliance with these regulations. Me *'

- procedure requires that Desco Noncomformance reports (NCRs) be
reviewed for reportability.- Primary responsibility for NCRs.

..

i=*1=* =5 reportability review, has been delegated to Dasco.
.

In addition to performing formal audits. LFE Construction QA is on
distribution for Dasco NCE correspondence. Fotaal in-process, LFE-

action with NCRs uma act required. However, LFE % has actively
.

participated, by causeating on Basco's perforumece of this task sad
by caesing increased attention to particular NCRs as appropriate.

.
LPE has recently revissed a sample of approximately 1,100 NC1s (of
about 8000 total) using L7E % personnel, to make doubly sure that
the reportability revise has been properly accomplished by B asco.
No additional 10CFESO.55(e) or 10CF121 reportable items have been
identified in this sample review, although one item is currently
ander further review for reportability. LFE is secompt4 =h4=! a

, 100% revise of NCRs in this mammer prior to fuel load.

6. Most recently, LPE has conducted intervices with over 400 %/QC
perseasel at Waterford 3'. Anonymity was offered and J% of
intervisenes chose to rammin anonymous. The results are that:

a. None of the intervious resulted in the need for significant
corrective actism. j

*
b. 822 either identified no concerns or offered comments

O supportive of the quality sad integrity of Waterford 3 QA
*

activities.
-

c. 51 identified minor concerns which were already being
addressed.

'

d. 133 identified conceums for which LP E intends to respond to
the intervissees. These concerns can best be characterized <

i as representing commmaications shortfalls (e.g., the inter- ]vissee was not informed of the corrective action on a
deficiency which he/she identified) or lack of unders M 4= )'

by intervieseos of Quality Assurance Progran elements '

ieusside of the interrissee's scope of work. LFE intends
to provide writtaa responses to the individuals identifying
these concerns. j

.
I

This series of intervisse confirmed that tatteidation of %/QC |

- perseasel is essentially ase-existent. Such tatimidation has not 1

been tolerated on the Waterford-3 project and, in at least osa |

instance, a persom has been tennimated for such intimidation. Good
job discipline is see reason why Waterford-3 has achieved a ,

better-than-everage record among U.S. anclear projects. l
,

Disciplinary actism for casse does not constitute intimidation as '

used in this contest although, in the stads of those personnel who )'
have been disciplined, it might. During the course of the project.
allegations of intimidation or harrassment were followed up promptly

'

by Ibasco and LF E. LFE is not aware of any situation whereby-

y quality'information has been withheld by an individual, including
i alleger s information source, or whereby inspectors accepted ,

i deficient work because of intimidation or harassment. |

! |

|
,

"'
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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, 7. LFE. efforts have clearly been directed toward quality, including'

the identification sad correction of deficiencies. On'tha other
, , ,

g hand, the actives of the allager must seriously be questioned, since-

alleger publicly boasts that, apparently through alleger's own
deliberate effort, the NRC was unsuccessful in " seeking to discover
what other facts (alleger) might know about problems at Waterford
3...."
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A"" T'ONS TIAT TIE A"w''' HAS BED RESPONSIBLE. TE100GB ITS
'

II.

7- " w v s. L .GATIONS." FOR asuDUC sir.nnCANT NEW LIGHT 05 TIE OUALITY OF
'

m h .aivtD-3 FRO. sn.i . ,

Allegations that alleger's " investigations" have identified for the
first time, any significant aan information regarding Waterford 3 quality
are totally erroneous. On the contrary, discovery and correction of all ,

'significant quality deficiencies has occurred withis the bounds of the
Waterford 3 Quglity Assurance Program itself.

.

A. Basemat Cracks ,

1. Allegers " disclosure" of concrete problems (" cracks" in the ,

Waterford-3 basemat) appeared publicly, for the fitse time,
long af ter the first appearance of hairline cracks in the .

basemat. Cracks were initially discovered La 1977, withis the !

project QA hierarchy and were formally dispositioned La ,

accordance with project procedures. Following the initial
discovery, there have been several additional tastances of
crack identification, reporttag, and dispositioning. " Cracks" l

were most recently identified on May 9, 1983 by Ebasco Quality
Assurance, and an Ebasco aonconformance report was tasued on

, May 11, 1983. None of the more recent discoveries cast doubt
on the validity of the 1977 disposition.

2. As a consequence of the allegations, an independent consulting
firm uns contracted to perform an independent review of the
basemat installation. It should be recognised that " crack"
widths were so small as to be undetectable using standard
inspection ww -ses. This expense was antheris,ed by LFELO despite overwhelming advice from knowledgable civil *

engineers that the " cracks" posed as threat to safe plant t

operation. That is, the study was an.horized even though ,

LP&L had already achieved nors than an adequate level of
confidence in the basemas installation.

The independent consulting firm was allowed to have any [
inforestica which it desired to complete its evaluation. At
the outset of the study, the independent consulting fim was
given copies of the Significant Construction Deficiency (SCD) '

packages relating to the basemat. The consulting firm
comeladed that "...there is no evidence of any process which
has been or could be detrimental to the structural integrity of

the foundation amt."

As a further consequence of the more recent allegations, the:
same independent consulting firm was contracted to review all

,

basemat concrete placement packages and related documentation.
The consulting fire reported, as espected by knowledgeable |
civil sagineers, that "...no modifications are necesserv to the<

conclusions teached previously in (consulting firm's) reports f
;regarding the structural adequacy of the basemat."'

| |

| |
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3. Construction gecords

L. Construction records discrepancias have been found andf* ''corrected as a matter of routina using project procedures
designed for this purpose. Additional records discrepancies
were discovered during a final review prior to turning over
systems to I.PE Startup forces for testing in early 1982. A
typical response to such a discovery is to expand the ree_ew
progran to determine the extent of sta11ar discrepancies, and
such a program expansion was directed by I.PE in the fall of
1982.i

.

2. The alleger's information source, among others, was hired for
the purpose of reviewing larger samples of construction
documentation and identifying any other discrepancies so that
the discrepancias could be properly dispositioned. The
allegations played no part in the identification of
discrepancias or in the development or implementation of
corrective action regarding such discrepancias.
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III. ALLEGATIONS RELATING TO A MEMORANDUM Utr""ZN BT ME. JOSEPH D. DAVIS. ON
; j- u w g ra 9. 1982. AND ME. DA71S' CHANGE IN ASSIGNMENT.
,

,.

i

j The allegations relating to the memorandum written by Mr. Joseph D. Davis
on December 9,1982, and Mr. Davis' change in assignment are totally:

erroneous.

j Mr. Davis was involved in a records review program which had grown out of
; the discovery of records discrepancies, in early 1982, during a final
]

records review prior to turning over systems to LP&L Startup forces for
testing. Mr. Davis' job was to identify records discrepancies.*

1. Mr. Davis did write a December 9,1982 asmorandum. The memorandum'

was written to aid Ebasco in determining an appropriate sample size
i

of civil records to review. The nature of the problems identified

by his ammorandum raflected poor recor'd-keeping rather than actual
safety problems.

2. Mr. Davis was not "transistred to other, less sensitive duties," as
; alleged. To the contrary, Mr. Davis was actually placed in a

position which allowed him to overview all of the individual QAIRG
recor( review groups.

)
3. Following the allegations in early December,1983, Mr. Davis was

;

interviewed by LP&L asnagement and was asked to comment on project
docuent reviews conducted since his December 9,1982 samorandum.
Mr. Davis issued a memorandum on December 12, 1983, which reads, in
part, as follows:

* *

"In summary, my review of nonconformance reports and related
correspondence indicates that items addressed in memorandum dated

,

December 9, 1982, have been adequately addressed and/or are being '
,

corrected in accordance with Ebasco's program." '
I

I
| 4. Alleger's information source was formally invited, by the LP&L

Senior Vice President-Nucisar Operations, to discuss his concerns in
light of more complete information resulting from the expanded
records review program begun in early 1982. The LP&L intent, in
artending this offer, was to allow alleger's information source to
decide for M===1 f, as did Mr. Davis, whechar or not corrective
action for discovered discrepancies had beara satisf actorily carried
out at Waterford 3. The allager's information source formally
declined the LP&L invitation.

'
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IV. 27t?t*** IONS TRAT WATERFORD 3 MANAGEMENT CHOSE TO IGNORE ALLEGER'S
~/- - INy0EMATION SOURCE.

,
.*

, Allegations that Waterford 3 management chose to ignore any information
source are totally erroneous. Such an alleged posture is totally
contrary to LP&L policy. Furthermore, deficiencias discovered by
alleger's information source were being aggressively addressed even
before allager's information source laft the Waterford 3 site.

- 1. In a meeting of July 7, 1983, alleger's source recommanded that all
concrete placement packages and soil packages be reviewed.

2. On July 11, 1983, project management decided to review a 10: sample
of the concrete placement packages, and LP&L directed Ebasco to
begin the review. QUII: Alleger's information source left the
site on July 31, 1983.)

.

3. In August 1983, the review of concrete placement packages was begun.
!

In September, 1983, the review program was expanded to include 100%
; of the concrete placement packages. The review is now complete and

33 new NCRs were written as a result of this review, none of which g
i identified significant physical deficiencias and all of which have

been properly dispositioned.

4. Soils and backfill records were previously subjected to a
comprehensive review by Ebasco. All records were reviewed for

: existence of required records, chair completeness, and for proper .

; organization by elevation and fill number. Approximately 50% of the
records were re-reviewed for technical adequacy. No additional'

soils non-conformances were identified.

5. To gain an even greater level of confidence LP&L personnel, in
accordance with standard procedures, are currently performing
additional reviews of concrete placement and backfill records.
Certain types of civil records are being 100% reviewed bv LP&L
during this review process.

I
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ALLEGATIONS THAT $ ARGE NUMBERS OF INSPECTORS SERE NOT CERTIFIED.Y.< .

A Allegations that large numbers of inspectors were not certified '

' are, totally erroneous.*
*

1. Inspector certification audits have been performed at every level of
the hierarchy of the Waterford-3 Quality Assurance Program

~

throughout the project history. Where deficiencies existed, formal
corrective action has been implemented. The only significant
problem of this type occurred in relation to the Nuclear Steam

. Supply Syten (NSSS) installation in 1980. In that case, a Stop Work
Order was issued until the contractor's inspector certification
program was upgraded. Corrective action involved significant review
and reinspection of prior work and revision of the contractor's

' Quality Assurance Program.

2. Recent reviene of nes ;ssformance reports and inspector
certification records related to concrete placement support the
conclusion that there are no significant problems in the area of

,

inspector qualification. |
|

Qualifications of inspectors involved in concrete placement I

were re-reviewed in detail by both Ebasco and LP&L. The j

doce entation indicates that several inspectors had performed
cartain inspections prior to formal on-site certification.

,

Purther review verified that most of these inspectors were well '

qualified to perform the inspection functions, based on completion
1

4

e of onsite training and ====4==rian or based on their significant ;

previous experience. It appears that four inspectors may have'

performed up to ten concrete curing (post placement) inspections |
'

. prior to being certified. Eowever, these inspections require only 4

| that the inspector be capable of reading a thermometer and 1
determining whether or not a concrete surface is wet. -

'

In one isolated instance, cadwelds were inspected and accepted by an
individual several weeks prior to his formal certification. At that

j time, the inspector had 6 years of experienca and training on
'

, commercial civil projects, including experience as a civil Quality
l Control Inspector prior to joining the Waterford 3 project. An

engineering evaluation of this situation has shown that the.

j installation meets design criteria.

4
3. Although LP&L already has an adequate level of confidence in the

inspector certification conditions at Waterford-3, LP&L QA has
embarked on an additional review of inspector certification

n documents to redouble its confidence.

;

!

e

ei .''
Q!

: i .

!!

o
!;

-
. . , _ - . . -i______.. _ - _ __ -. _ .___. .

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



,_ _ ___ _ _ -

_ . _ . __. . __ _

'
. ~

... . . .
.

. . . . .

'

|

Pass 10, , ,

1 .

TI. A"mPIONS TIAT TIIRE NAS BEIN A "STSTDE"IC FROGRAM" TO A1.TER.
p'

- "DOCTOE". OR RZFLACE uvw aam u VITE "PRONT"DOGir.s,a.>

-

. .

.

| Allegations that there has been a " systematic program" to alter " doctor",
or replace doc eents with " phony" documents are totally erroneous. To
LF&L's and Ebasco's knowledge, there has never been any concerted effort
to falsify records in any facet of the Waterford 3 project.

.

. 1. When document discrepancies are discovered, nonconformance reports
(NC1s), or lower level documents, are written to assure that the j

discrepancias are corrected. ;

Approved procedures require correction of documnnt d2.acrepancias
.

under controlled conditions. Such corrective action,' based on the
J nature of the discrepancy, any involve resolution in a wide spectrum

of choices including, if necessary, reinspection, repair, rework, or
'

.

replacement of installed materials or equipment. Nonconformance of !

asterials or equipment installation with design documents |
constitutes a discrepancy. When such conditions are discovered,
they any be corrected either by reworking, replacing, or repairing
the nonconforming installation or by changing the design document to
reflect the "as-built" condition. However, changes in design j
doceents unst be reviewed by engineering personnel to assure that

|
*.-

,

the changed design r - 4== in conformance with the appre<ed design'

;

criteria. t

|

2. In order to further improve its confidence that the corrective
' action proce.as has been properly performed. LFEZ, has embarked on an.

O
*additional review of a sampling of nonconformance reports (NC1s).

WCE's involving " Accept-As-Is" and NC1's involving physical work
will be selected (sample basis) and will be reviewed to verify that: ,

t 1. The disposition appropriataly addresses the
identified condition.

2. Any required work was properly accomplished.
This will involve some field verification.

3. The NCE was dispositioned in accordance with
.

the applicable procedures.

i 3. The Waterford 3 Quality Assurance Program 4=r1=d== elements which
provide reasonable confidence that document falsification would
be detected. At Waterford 3 three situations have been discovered
in which falsification was suspected. These situations were
investigated and properly dispositioned.

*

In two of the suspect situations, the personnel involved explained
'

that the records in question were reproduced because the originals
were either lost (they were later found) or in poor condition from
field use. In some instances the inspectors worked in teams whereb'y

; one inspected and the other recorded. The acenracy of records has

: been confirmed by supplementary and backup documentation.
I

i
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The third situation brought into question the quality of a very
small quantity of materials used in a safety related installation.g, , Documentation of traceability of the heat number for the materials'
was suspected to have been falsified. Since the suspect signature
was that of an employee who was no longer on the project, since the
amount of asterial.a in question was saali, and since this was
obviously a very isolated incident, it was decided to simply replace
the suspect asterials with properly certifisd materials.
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YII. ALLEGATIONS TRAT DOCUtGNT DISCREFANCIES RETLECT LARGE DETICIENCIES IN THE
~h

-'"~

FWYSICAL PLANT.
,

Allegations that document discrepancias reflect large deficiencies in the''

physical plant are totally erroneous.
.

1. Every discovered document discrepancy must be dispositioned in
accordance with approved procedures. .

2. The number of physical corrections, required as a result of document
reviews, including the expanded records review begun in 1982, has
been sus 11 and physical corrective action has been, or is being,
accomplished.

.
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TIII. ALLEGATIONS THAT ALLEGD DEFICIUCIES IN THE MASTER TEACIDG SYSTEM
'f '-- CONSumr.5 A SERIOUS QUALITY ASSURANCE BREADOWN.

.,

Allegations that alleged deficiencias in the Master Tracking System
constitutes a serious quality assurance breakdown are totally erroneous.

1. The Master Tracking System is performing veh well at Waterford 3.
The Master Tracking System is, as the name implies, merely a tool

) - for tracking work items. The alleger has been informed of this
. fact several times beginning more than a year ago.
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II. ALLEGATIONS WITE RESPEC" TO SPECIAL LP&L RELL*IONSHIPS WITH TEE NUCLEAR
" :: - -~~ M *ORY COMMISSION. (NRC)
f ..

Allegations that LFEL and NRC have antered into special agreements are
totally erroneous.-

.

! 1. The allegations insinuate that LP&L has entered into special
agreements with NRC regarding questions posed by the allegations.'

There are no such agreements.
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29. Joes (LP&L) maintain that the sat possesses adequate capability to
resist the design loads and confirm to the criteria commited to in
the FSAR despite all the deficiencies and allegations listed? If
yas, provide the supporting technical basis. If not, propose
specific means to resolve them and thus render the sat acceptable to
the staff.

-

in any case, the "as-built-mat" should be shown by 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 capacity, including
adoption of test, monitoring and strengthening programs, if need, should be
provided for staff review.

i Response:

!
It is our conclusion that the sat, as constructed, possesses adequate<

capability to safely resist the design loads. Deficiencied and allegations
brought to our attention either refer to problems in maintaining a

o c. C *. d
clear record of the construction or have been correeg Q 'n.therefore conclude that the quality of construction [was subs'ta tially ify

_

in accordance with p plans,and specifications. ,

ww: wu ,
I A monitoring progra's has been provided for NRC Staff review. This
', program consists of three areas of monitoring and has been provided ,

in the form of Technical Specifications as requested by the Staff and -

;
suggested by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board (ASLAB). y
The first area of the program is to extend the previously agreed to 4
basemat settlement monitoring program for the current three year
commitment to a continuing program. Secondly, periodic sampling and

| testing of the ground water chemistry will be conducted to assure
that significant corrosion of the rebar due to ground water intrusion
is not expected and that the ground water remains "non-aggressive".
The third area evolves periodic inspection of the exposed areas of
the basemat to document any new cracking, if it should occur, and to

(i survey the existing cracks to determine if significant changes in
lj crack size have occured during the inspection interval. Specific
4 proposals for each phase of the program have been submitted.
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30. What is LPE.'s technical rationale for explaning what has happened
(including, water seepage, potential through-thickness cracks,
predominently on-way cracks within containment region, even settlements,
etc.) to the mat? What monitoring program (s) has been implemented is
undervey? What are the results of these programs? Did the monitoring data
show that both the cracking and water seepage problems have stabilized and
there is not sign of continued degration? What improvements, could be
applied to the on-going programs?

Response:

It is our conclusion that minor flexural cracking of the mat has occured
related to the differential settlement of the sat and that those cracks
br:ve intercepted minor moisture paths within the mat. These minor moisture
paths are associated with the embedded steel construction support members
for the reinforcing steel and embedded conduit. Under the high water
pressure head (about 55 feet) these paths allow the passage of
trivial enounts of moisture to the surface of the mat. 8
The only portion of the monitoring program described in the response
to Question 29 above which has been implemented is the basemat
settlement monitoring program. This program has been in effect since
the start of the basemat construction. This program has indicated no
additional settlement since 1979 and, as such, supports the,

conclusion that the basemat has stabilized. The proposed ' monitoring
program (Question 29) is considered to adequately address the issue< .

of potential basemat settlement, corrosion of rebar. and basemat
L stability.
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31. Are there any known voids of some significant size to affect the sat
structural integrity? If yes, what ... ihe sizes (best estimates) and
extent of these voids? What is LP&L's suggested disposition to the issue

.

of voids. If no disposition is needed, what is the technical basis?
*

Response:
|

,

The basemat design and the approved procedures for construction j
of the basemat include provisions to minimize the formation of /

significant voids in the basemat placements. There are no known /
significant voids in the basemat. All significant voids detected j

#,

during the placements have been repaired.
|
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32. Conservatively assuming the existence of extensive through-cracks of the
mat, assess the impact of the presence of water on the long-term structural
integrity of rebars and mat capacity. Also assess the same impacts due to
other potential corrosive elements.

,

"

Response: (EBASCO)

'

The assessment has been provided in the " Applicant's Answer to Joint
Intervenor's Motion to Esopen Contention," dated September 30, 1983.
Affidavit of William F. Gundsker, and in a memorandum dated August 5, 1977

'

by A. W. Peabody /M. D. Oliveira, titled " Corrosion of Reinforcing Steel and
Steel Containment Vessel Plates in Contact with Water," which reads in
part, "...we have analysed a possible situation in the common sat where
supposedly groundwater seeping from concrete cracks found on the surface of
the mat could corrode the reinforcing steel and the outside bottom plates
of the Steel Containment Yessel.

It is a proven fact that concrete by its alkaline nature passivates
carbon steel embedded in it.

.w

It is also known that water in contact =dth concrete becomes alkaline
and consequently its corrosivity to steel decreases considerably.

[ In addition to these factors, assuming that gsoundwater is left inside
; the crack network to a certain extent, tihis water will be near*

i stagnant and without replenishment of oxygen. Consequently, the rate
of corrosion under the above circumstances, if any, will be
negligible."

Response: (HEA)

,

The " existence of extensive through cracks" as hypothesized, considering
| the hydrostatic pressure acting at the base of the mat, would be manifested
i by substantial bleeding of groundwater through such cracks. HEA reiterates

the summary of a site inspection performed on 08/30-09/02/83. During this
time all accessible areas of the basemat were inspected and any cracks;

; found were mapped (See REA Report No. 8304-1, dated 09/19/83). Subsection
i 4.6 of the referenced report notes that: .

{
! "The enount of noisture acted during this inspection period was
| minimal. In some instances dampness /neisture were present. There
! was, however, no evidence of seepage or migration that might have been
: deduced by the presence of standing water or draining along the local

' slope of the basemat."-
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MEETING SUMMARIES
APR 6 1984

Docket File (50-382)
NRC PDR ,

Local PDR
PRC System
NSIC
LB!3 Reading
J. Lee
Project Manager J. Wilson
Attorney, OELD

. _ . G. W. Knighton
._

W.-Lovelace (Caseload Forecast Panel Visits)
OPA (Caseloac Forecast Panel Visits)

NRC PARTIC: PANTS

AWang
DCrutchfielc
LLazo
JITapia
DCJeng
3 Lear
JSMa
JTChen
WACrossman .

STurk
LHeller
MKarman
.WPeranich
?sasnisnian

.JEGagliardo
SSarma-
PCWang

MReich

.
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.EBASCO SERVICES i~ :

INCORPORATED I
' '

E N GIN E E R S CONSTRUc;~^S eUTILITY C O N SU LTAN T S - -

P.O. Box 70 [*
K111ona, Louisiana 70066 ;-; . ' . . . . .

- I
December 9,19 /3

W3QA-230
15.33.3

.9**.

/g -y
.\J.A. Jones Construction Company

P.O. Box 110 E -c C '

IHahnv111e, Louisiana 70057 S ,g

Attention: Mr. G.A. Greathouse 'e _ %, g4 .

s
'"

Gentlemen:
,

Attached for your information and action is a copy of Mr. Gutierre:'s
Audit Report No. JG-75-12-2, entitled " Concrete Placement Operations
Audit".

'

Please correct the noted deficiencies and notify tiis office in writingl
of the disposition and measures to prevent recurrence. Reply required
within twenty (20) working days.

Very truly yours,
,

cd44- M
Iktidar Hussain

'

. for Quality Assurance Site Supervisor

IH/dg*
.

Enclosure

cc: W.C. Criggs
J.O. Booth

' J.M. Brooks
C.V. Diz .

D.N. Galligan;

| R.K. Stampley
!- - T.F. Garrets

A.E. Henderson *

| W3QA File
| QAS File

.

>
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g eBA$Co S 'CES INCortponATED (
- JG-75-12-2. -

ENGINEERING
'

QUALITY ASSURANCE o.,c or oc. .,.

GENERAL AUDIT REPORT December 2, 1975
' 48EH T s5 m PMosCC1

WATERFORD SES UNIT NO. 3
SupeECT

CONCPETE PLACEMENT OPERATIONS AUDIT
hEFCRENCC COCUMENT$

LOU 1564.472, QCIP-5 , ASTM-C31, QCIP-7
,

a v eit om cumu,v coueua=c c sues =.wisoe / e

-[/hg [ ~
-

J. Gutierrez g R.A. Hartnett

REFERENCE
_

A C. RE-tTEM FUNCTIONOOCUMENTS CCPT JECT
.

|X1 1564.472, 4.13a vibrators calibrated.

2 1564.472, 3.3 Buckets, chutes and elephant trunks clean and in operating X
.

condition.

3 Trucks operating properly. X

4 Backup equipment. X

5 1564.472,'4.1 Placing procedure approved and workmen are cognizant of X

procedure.

6 1564.472, 6.1 Forms tight, clean, oiled and adequately braced. X
.

7 1564.472, 4*.9 Hudmat clean. X

8 1564.472, 4'.9 Rebar clean and adequately braced. X

9 1564.472, 4.8. Placing by pumping per specification. X

10 1564.472, 4.11 Thickness of layers from 6 inches to 20 inches. X

' 11 1564.472, 4.12 Bedding of layers approximately horizontal. X

12 1564.472, 4.13 Adequate vibration. X

13 1564.472, 4.5 Reight of drop does not execed 5 feet. X

14 1564.472, 4.18 Placing concrete through reinforcing steel. X

15 Batch tickets complete and accurate. X

15o*.*ia, 3.1
16 QCIP-5 Tine, interval between mixing and placing. X

__

17 QC1P-7, 6.3.1.1 Slump - each batch. X

" "18 Temperature - cach 50 c.y., X

" "19 Air content - each 50 c.y. X

20 ". Unit weight - each time cylinders are cast. X"

''21 ASTM-C31 cvlinders nrotected and cured proneriv.- one set of 4

per 150 c.y.
__ ,

_ _ _ _
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tSt.*.*to4: 3 74 f.
-

" "
COASCO St CCS8DeCORPoRATCQ

|_ ' -

ENGINEERING
JG-75-12-2 p"scr >-'

. QUALITY ASSURANCE
-

, , , , , , . ,,c,,,,,,

GENERA!. AUDIT REPORT _

.__ __
December 2. 1973

* b8CN T CM PNJJCCT

WATERFORD SES U'iIT NO. 3
$We*JCC T

CONCRETE Pl.ACCIE' T OPERATIONS AUDIT
ACPCNEMCE CocyMENTS

LOU 1564.472, QCIP-5 , ASTM-C31, QCIP-7
&W DI T ER owabeTY C oup 68 A*sC E supEnvison

J. Gutierrez f.,_ R.A. Hartnett

REFERENCE A C- R E.
FUNCTIONDO CUM EN TS CEoT JECT

22 1564.472,'3.2 Addition of water in accordance with the specifications. X
'

23 1564.472, 14.0 Weather conditions. X>

.

24 1564.472, 12.1 Sampling of concrete at point of delivery into the form. X

25 Workmanship. X,

!

26 Documentation. x
;
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ESA$Co >"RVICCS fNc3RPoAATCD '~
'

' a C r'en t No.

QUALITY ASSL. !CE ENGINEERING
. JC-75-12-2

,

AUDIT REPORT * ^ ' ' * ' " ' " " '
.

REJECTION CONTINUATION SHEET December 2, 1975
C he C N 1 C .: pMOsLCT

k'ATERFORD SES UNIT NO. 3 .

NC#CWCNCC COCgwLNT QW a b817 COwp(BANCE RCp4CSCM?aisvC

LOU 1564.4 72, QCIP-5, ASTM-C31, QCIP-7 J. Gutierrez

ITEM REASON FOR REJECTION

t-
'

4 'Not enough vibrators were provided for adequat'e vibration or to make provisions

for breakdown of equipment.

5 Workmen deviated from placing procedure; it was apparent that workmen were not
,

cognizant with placing procedure.

12 It was observed that' improper use of vibrators and insufficient vibration resulted

i

in honeycomb.
.

13 At times height of drop exceeded the 5 foot limit.
=

i .

t

( 16 It was ob' served that for some loads that cs much as 15 =inutes elansed before the
|

|.
discharge time was recorded; consecuentiv an incorrect time was recorded.

,

,

21 Improper handling of cylinders resulted in uncircular specimens, also Hi-Lo ther=o-

meters were not provided until late evening.

\

'

24 Skip pan was observed to stand on top of the met for several minutes prior cc testing

of the concrete which was in the skip pan.

.

25 Workmen were observed to shovel concrete from the ground into the pumps, thus

contaminating the concrete with shell.

26 Documentation of tests and checklists were observed to be in error and omissions

of data and sicnatures exists. s

f.,m a n m w f , v.a. ~ '?!Y
. _ _ _ _ _ _ . - . . _ _

_ __.__ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ .. _ __ _ _ _ __, ._ Z TJ_11 . i __
_ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ T_.
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' ~ cDASco 5L -0C5 INColts'onATCDa *

JG-75-12-2MATERIALS ENCINEER!NG AND QUALITY CO'.tPLIANCE
o. , c ,, , , , , , , , ,

SITE AU.DIT SUM'.tARY REPORT December 2. 1975
C b.LM T O.. P OJECT

WATERFORDSE5UNITNO. 3
'

"AHbA Awp.Tkg

CONCRETE PLACDENT OPERATIONS AUDIT
enoccowac o u.6.s . co- ..~5c c,. c,c,. ....c

LOU 1564.472, ASTM-C31. QCIP-5 and 7. J. Gutierrez-

Placement operations for pour 499502-6 were audited to verifytuuuAnY OF AUDir FINolNGS

compliance with project specifications and procedures. Subcontractor supervision and

quality verification personnel as well as Ebasco personnel were contacted.
.

It was observed that construction and Quality Control personnel

ware not in mutual understanding with placing procedure, quality control procedures and

project requirements. Further investigation di'sclosed areas of concern in: concrete

sampling and testin;;, vibration of concrete, sufficient backup equipment and personnel,

placing procedure, documentation and overall workmanship.
*e

It is. recommended that construction and quality controlnEco:.suEricco coRaccTIv: AcTacN

I supervision review construction activities and documentation more thoroughly and better-
i

! tquaint themselv$s with project procedures and specification requirements.

Further, pour 499S02-6 was the first Class I concrete placement

|~ fo'r this project and subsequent to the placedent, a meeting was held by project management

and construction supervision to discuss the audit findings.

|

|
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No d,0'? _.3/; .C.. Placemant

_

Date /) * //- 7

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
1980 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION UNIT NO. 3

CONCRETE PLACEMENT INSPECTION

bS4C Ambient Tc=p. 80 #Weather b6 t- . >

A - 14 A6
,,

Design Mix Designation ,,,,; 3 , LocationDescriptionN.cc,.- 6 m a. Mr. crJ.-

l' 1

A. Visual Inspection 8/!d3/ d2'e/ttJr# o'// .fr~g/t Sh Un r. !
_

.

d

.A.

B. Tire Started 3d /'' /

C. Method of Placement J2 8p/c'ffrp fiv>7/; /SM (eA 9.er f M
e

fsv f 8f2r [cn q.//r. .
, _h,

M7AlD. Time Completed #

E. Method of Finish for Unformed Surfaces 't c /d /4 /-

F. Protection of Fresh Concrete /// 4 /'
,

C. Ti=e Curing Started 7.* J b / /d /4 42 /'~8j
f

fft'm6Nru~ T?O.i ! Ano bris' f r & /: SH. Method of Curing e

l

| 1. Eeaarks J27~ SWf W/7IB && N ."M'. L /We'' S $.: C.. . * *: *i
e -

:

(n 4?M: N.fAinst-).

.,a_ . .

be,
*

c ENC'.M ETG-BYNa'E#/
# L n d,< U Uk Ap

g .ji-11.sa.15 " ^~ ggscoQ.p,%
'

/

ir
7 ,,.- - f.,.,

' /
Inspector /'2M.s::/h.-

,, _

,! 4Fe r= No. QCIP-7-1 (11-30-75)
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'. Placement No. If 7 -_5 ( f - I-

Date / l_ -/ / - 7f
f

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
1980 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION UNIT No. 3

CONCRETE PLACEv.ENT INSPECTION

Weather ,I~A 1 R Ambient Temp. d

A A giqA)M, Location Description Ceu4c4/'' - #c usperer^;Design Mix Designation-

.

drt:s/c ra n

A. Visual Inspection Fe r? MS 2/,s ,$ Be r re n c<.d N er sener a i- Pe v e.

.

*.

B. Time Started 7,* 3 7 tr/yl
2

C. Method of Placement 8 ,f HC.s== $ Fer M. f=tls'it'5 2 S A*cfMCL D V!fAld25
<>

h 8411- c e Af feyrt .
.

'

D. Time Completed 9. # AM. ~

E. Method of Finish for Unformed Surfaces [39/ /.- t- FL047

F. Protection of Fr sh Concrete Fe c e s Freaect A 6cv r (< 4c t orr ,

G. Time Curing Started IMiz /7_y- - f t.3 6 e n )

H. Method of Curing t/ A rc-Q SPPA ) -&p.nc,|fsetap

_

i- r? o !! A TD cr..GEeeco F w is? I'sfrI. Eemarks AT /c*4.s* ran s9 JPt u Ac; a
~c

Fe's. To Ar rrea 2/S Aic)il GA 1. r .7i DE , he e c r+ ca e re- Sasivc, s's oy p>N .
,

rr .~as niu y c s exsen cie Ar 2 : .s i' 's .
i W n4Pd_s't t dd icJr.g'g1(Q>v2 sIT un esa re Dr Ff ue J'-T Tc GCr

'+AccsPTib,

_%'s B M is a s Pi? c y < n t.1 , y atuvFR y __

-<SLCm_ C /9'REVIEWED BY
-

a93gA,r< y_y :,,_
-

-

, t,; .,

$ni:Y ff <..b'' 5 3Inspector
EBASCO Q. C. CIVt! ,

Tom No. CIP-7-1 (11-30-75)W s s.n.so
_
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T: CRETE l'RF.PLliCDiEST 153FECTIO ilECKLIST

110MEMCLATURE IUT. DATC N/A RDtARKS

6.3.3 Eleckouts | |
.

.1 31ockout Dimensions

6.3.4 Preplacenent cleaning of Forms 77_fg

6.4 FIINFORCEMENT
.

, f .

.1 Installed Reinforcing Steel I I gg,gg

.2 Tie Wires ,g

.3 Mini =un Concrete Coverage g

a. 4 Overlap Splices
,

.5 Mechanical Splices f,

6.5 D:3EDDED ITDiS

.1 Floor Orain Piping f r- ''

. Ji,'Q) i2 -/& i)
,,

-

.2 Pressure Piping

a Location |g g_ gg, ] |,
,

b Welding I I-

L'$E., :) st'-h 1
.3 Electrical Conduit I

l'W /) -fu #75
.4 Ground Wire |

; _ // -/4 - 2s
.5 Anchor Bolts 3

.6 E= bedded Plates
.

t
_

II*'d O
f q\. 1 n ye, ,-fr. .. .es. s.*o

.As*s 4 \ 7.* l 0 cg s y/.,cefe 58"r h an

.7 Pipe Sleeves

.8 Penetration Sleeves

.9 Expansion and Contraction Joints

l W^t*'St P dd/2--/o| |

REVIEW BYMrF#N#
RD/ LOVED E'f .LEAD Q. C. ENGINEER r , ,2 ,. .

' ' als ? ' 't .>
,

/
,

''~ -- 2y

0ATEldfl S!G b b-- -

E8 ASCO Q. C. CN'?(Dg/4 /-/? JC

Form No. QCIP-6-2. Page 2 of 2 (11-21-75)
. _ . _ . . .. .. _ - _ . -
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,- Pisce.en: No. 490 50 2 - 2-
.

WATERFORD STF".". TiECTP.IC SToi!"N
!.980 - 1165 .Y.: I::STALLATION - isi! No. 3

CO.CF.ETT. PREPLACD:ENT INSPF.CTION Cl?ECKLIST

L
| ITD' DESCRI? TION '

| 9.m n FCON DA ToCA: MAT |
,

|L* CAT 1 N /:n r, . J A. w ri s a sk E1. GAT 10N_ q 7pec TO 34, y_
.

DRAWING ND3ER f pp Sc 2. REV. .3 ?PECIFICATION NO.jggs,/,477 REV. g-*

Ldu
| NOMENCI).TURE INT. DATE N/A RDit.RKS !

!I - '
_ . . . . . .

: .- 1 Ii

I,
_

A| f,6.1 EXCAVATION AND FOUNDATION '

.1 Dimensional Location of Excavation ""N*d A 'h-

g

'*d ' ' ''

.2 ' Elevation of Principal Base Area '

q gg |
.

' '

.3 Condition of Soil Base Preparation
|

.4 Pile Group Installation ! ;/ I

|
'

|'

.4.1 Nu=ber of Piles ; ;

.

.! 6.2 CONCRETE SLTJACES !

l

.1 Underlying Concrete Surfaces

' .2 Surface crepara:icn j g .,

| gg g, K g k.cfA. b,cr""'j..3 Vertical Construction Joints
|-

,
Wetting of Concrete Surfaces

|
.4'

,
p

6.3 FOR".S
n n

.1 Form Align =ent ,[

|N1,I rfj
.2 For: Installation ,

/2 l/ 1
; -
.

{ .2.1 3 racing and Rigidity '

j

.2.2 For Material ,, j

.2.3 Tie Rods
| |._

' '

.2.4 Tie Wiras j , pg-

| jg.f[.2.5 Form 011 '.

.2.6 Cha=fers and Fillets | | \ !

| ,\ I.2.7 Vertical Const. Joint Cha=fers,

.2.8 Form Joints jg.f o,

.2.9 Reuse of For=s I I i
/ 2 -/O*I s .

Fcrm No. OCIP-6-2. Pam 1 af ? /11 99 W.
__ ___ ___ __
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L'ATERFO?.D S!!R: ELECT 3IC STATION
1960 - 1165 G* i: STALIATION - C:IT No. 3

CONCFITE PREPU. CEMENT CHECKLIST P.ECORD

_ hA ,- , a c y m p p 7- g&
1.ocction: )nnew cy

Elevation: - M ~2 to ~~ 2 F. 7f Pls. cement No. AC 4 / f 6 4/ d: 9'' / ro - da

3um FZDitailed Description: b ep r.f e d kW May --

.

.

CGNTP1.CTCR INCPECTOK~

Time Date Int. Time Date Int. ,

band'elast/Greencut/FeundationTreatment|[P.[M/3f | W |O66 !/M///W . !*

'

'ff" I>/T bP 0 720 'I '-

cr:s (Line and Grade)
W'
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J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

VATERFORD UNIT NO. 3

DAILY CCNCREiE INSPECTION REPORT

'

Report No: / Date: /d - //- 7_ . ~~ Shift: /

Quality Verification inspector: % '1 d h c M ' .. ' i s d . /, . @.- ,

'(v /

Placement Area /beescsen: /hre/V. /// ~~ ~ 7 t._, [/ [ /'
'

49950 z - 2.

Area / Location Released By Engineer (Ebasco): Yes No Date: .ff- /i -7 s'

Concrete Delivery Acceptable: Yes o Comments:

'

Concrete Placement Acceptable: Yes V No

Coments : ||r 8 2 4 Yort 6 ff4p Yest s k*G2, *| ro ru.sYA]
i *

/ as ?/h N . c' w 6 "kJ .) x? v .r, # /? U - 1, -* 3 "*

/ \
'/ > //2 P tLT' A _ ~

,

2-

/o Comments /Results:N -<Consolidation Acceptable: Yes

|

|
Finishing Acceptable: Yes No Correen ts/Resul ts : /ID '/

Ar- el:-!-/ o.a %' .. s n= i .'s r
.

Curing Acceptable: Yes No Com.ents : A'l J r-; " C~

' ., ' ~ j. - .
. A ns'Q /*, N / ar. _* */ r

| f4 '
-

e

[o D
$ Cther Cor: cents or Remarks:

(s E15'75 d:,','.-

:.
w!% /
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#
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J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

WATEPFORD UNIT NO. 3

DAILY CONCRE E INSPECTION REPORT

Report No: M- Date: M - //- 7 f' ' Shift: .G
i- ,

-

D.L,g 003,|,;.. M .'~. c '- //.t : l '.Quality Ve.-ification insoector:
'u o

,

Placetent Area /b c5;.b .. 4 (e /?t v f 6 2 N't /~

499602 -2.

.

Area / Location Released By. Engineer (Ebasco): Yes /,/ No Da te : /j-//- 7 f'

Concrete Delivery Acceptable: Yes Ao Comen ts :

-

#Concrete Placement Acceptable: Yes No

0- #Y ~'~~/Co=ent s : @ p3 tT <r c e fy fw - aT AA p as

--

' Consolidation Acceptable: Yes No Comments /Results:-
.

|

.
.

Finishing Acceptable: Yes o Comments /Results:

.

/ ,2*r A[Curing Acceptable: Yes No Comments: fu .,', .: - A
w<

: i.ec Aiv* /.-a -i2 - 75 6 e e ca e i o.- f. .z .v c .
/ I
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C
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!MEM0RANDUM |

~ Dcccaber 15, 1975'
-

-
. .

-

To: R. A. liartnett -

,

}.- c. % % f 6 . 8 ,: [ 4
-

: -
.

O. Booth /W. C. Griggs /From:
.

' Subject: LOUISIANA PO*ER AND LICHT COMPANY -

WATERFORD STEN! ELECTRIC STATION
1980 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION - UNIT NO. 3
CONCRETE PLACEMENT OPERATIONS AUDIT.

Ref: Quality Compliance Report No. W3QA-230 *
*

.

The following co==ents are offered. The item numbers correspond to
those of the audit report.

.

Item 4 - Response by J. A. Jones ,

Item 5 - Response by J. A. Jones
..

Item 12 - Response by J. A. Jones .

. .

Item 13 - Response by,J. A. Jones
.

Item 16 - Finding - It was observed that for some loads as =uch as -

-
.

15 minutes elapsed before the discharge ti=e was recorded: .

, Consequently an incorrect time vas recorded.

Resnonse - The time that is stamped on the batch ticket at-
.

the point of discharge is the discharge completion time. g-
.

The driver vill not leave until he has the ticket returned to
him. A check of the batch ticket did not reveal any discrepancies.-

.
All trucks were discharged within the one hour time limit. -

*

Item 21 - Finding - I= proper Handling of cylinders resulted in uncircular
speci=cas, also Hi-Lo thermometers were not provided until late
evening.

Resoonse -- All Inspection and Testing Personnel have been
instructed as to the proper method of handling concrete test

*'
cylinders. .

.

.
- -

.

.The Hi-Lo ther=ometers have been mounted in the concrete'

' ~ cylinder curing boxes. ., ,
,

' '

Item 24 - Finding - Skip pan was observed to stand oit top of the est
'

for several minutes prior to testing of the concretc which was
in the skip pan.-

'

..
- Response - The skip psn was moved to the tcscing arcs as

quickly as it was possibic. There were a few times that the
-- cranc vas being used for snother operation and could not be 8*

.

use'd innedistcly but was relcased for the testing as soon as*~

. .

possible. -6.. - -.- ,
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R. A. Hartnset -2- Decemb2r 15, 1975~
** r -

. ,, , ,

. . .

, ork. men were obsebred to shovel concrete from theWItem 25 - Finding 6
ground into the pumps, thus contaminating the concrete with,

shell. -
.

' Response - Ehasco's Q.C. notified J. A. Jones during the placement
.

that this vss not permittcd. J. A. Jones Superintendent instructed

their. personnel as to the requirements.
" . .

,

Item 26 - Finding - Documentation of tests and checklists were observed to
be in error and omissions of data and signatures exists.'

.

Response - Concrete testing and inspection personnel have been
re-instructed in the proper use of forms. Subsequent placement

. reveals much improved documentation.
.

.

Although this Quality Compliance Report was addressed to J. A. Jones
Construction Company, we have responded to the areas that are of concern
to Ebasco's Quality Control. It is requested that in the future, separate

inudit reports be prepared discerning activities by J. A. Jones Construction,

Co. and Ebasco Services Inc.
. ,

.

.
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J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
Waterforti SES Unit 73 Contract W3-NY-4 %' Job.e75-317

.

ADDRESS REPt.Y To:
*

P. O. Box 110.

Killona, IA 70066
.

17 December 15775*

Mr. Iktidar W"===4n
Quality Assurance
ham Services Incorporated .

P. O. Box 70 .

Killona, IA 70066
Sub: Ebasco Quality Assurance Audit of

Concrete Pour for Placenent WI

! Bef: ham letter, W3QA-230, dated
9 December 15r75*

i

| Gentlemen:
*

. *

| ' Die following itens are presented in response to each specific line iten of|

Report #f.r-75-12-2 considered as f=111mr under J. A. Jones purview:

|
Itan 4: Allegation states, "Not enough vibrators were provided for
adequate vibration or to make provisions for breakdown of equignent."'

'Ihe am vved Concrete pour plan dated 26 Nove er 1975 specified that
six (6) Electrical and three (3) Air-ibwered Vibrators were planned
for use on pour i=6. Just prior to pour, twelve (12) Electrical and

!
. ten (10) Air-Driven Vibrators were verified for frequency of vibra-!

tion and certified for use on subject pour. During the actual pour,
a total of twelve (12) Vibrators were in operation with ten (10) core
as back-up directly adjacent to the pour area. J. A. Jones considers
the allegation as stated unfounded.

!

|
Iten 5: Subsequent to this pour, J. A. Jones instituted pre-pour meet-
- Ings attended by all cogninnt supervisor */ personnel to assure a can-
plete understanding of the contents of J. A. Jones Work procedure
W-Wp-7 and the applicable pour plan. J. A. Jones will continue these
meetings and will place even greater a:phasis on the contents of the
placing procedures.|

.

e

.
.
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Mr. Iktidar W ===in
17 Decenber 1975

.

Page Two

A forwal training class was presented on 16 Decenber 1975Itan 12:
by J. A. Jones Quality Engineering covering proper techniques for

. 'Ihis class, which presented the reasons for andvibrator operators.
the required method of vibrator operation, was attended by all oper-
ator personnel assigned to pour #3 and those Construction Super-Course contents, graphic-

visors responsible for placanent operations.
illustzstions and attendance has been documented and is available onIt is our intention to conduct this training for any newrequest.
vibrator operators assigned to anhawt concrete placement operations.

Itan 13: Cognizant Construction Supervisory personnel have been coun-
ciled subsequent to this pour and fully understand that the dropping of
concrete fran a beight of nere than five (5) feet onto exposed. rein-They have beenforcing steel can cause separation of the aggregate.
further instructed that in the future it is mandatory that the approved
sucadural direction cust be followed at all times.

The above answers are presented to the best of our ability in the absence of
It is respectifully suggested that futuredefinitive specific incidents.

audit reports contain specific deviations in lieu of broad, all en&==4mr
statenentsi which are extranely difficult to respond to effectively.

Very truly yours,
- .

*

^ J. A. CI26UCTION CD: PATI .

' m

,

' G. A. Greathouse ~''
Project Quality Assurance Ttnager

GAG /she

cc: W. C. Griggs s

J. O. Booth
J.' M. Brooks
C. V. Diz.
D. N. Galligan
R. K. Stampley
T. F. Gerretts
A. E. Henderson -

-

J. R. Imonard ,

H. E. Rice ' . -

i

e

9

e

9

9

* e

* * O

*
m _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ . _ _ w
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J. A. JONES CONS I HUCTION COMPANY
Waterford SES Unit No. 3 Contract #W3-NY-4 Job #75-317

December 17, 1975 AOoRESS REPLY To:

P. O. Box 110.
.

Killona, LA 70066
.

.

Ebasco Services, Inc.
P. O. Box 70
Killona, LA 70066

Attn: Mr. J. O. Booth .

.

Ref: Report No. W3S 75-645
Concrete Placement 499-6

Sub: Louisiana Power & Light Q. A. Stop Work Order No. 1

Gentlemen:
-

;

The following is the listing of observations received on subject report
and J. A. Jones' . response to each observation on those items that are

>

the responsibility of,J. A. Jones.'

t

Contrary to Section 11, Paragraph 5.9,1 .

observation No. 2 -'

Concrete received disturbing shocks and vibrations from re-
Inf'orcing steel which was set in motion by concrete pump

|

discharges.
| The discrepancy was observed at the start of the pumping

operation and was corrected prior to placing second lift
of concrete which was vibrated into a homogeneous mix
eliminating any detrim. ental effect on the placement,

in the future, transport lines and conveying equipment will be
properly supported and restrained to eliminate transporting

~ shock to forms and embedded items in the placement. We have

ordered additional concrete pipe fittings to install a shock
absorber on the pump lines to help minimize this shock effect.

| Contrary to Section 11, Paragraph 4.13,
| Observation No. 3 -

Concrete was inadequately vibrated.'

Adequate equipment for proper vibration of the concrete was on
| hand and the craft has been instructed in the proper use of the
i

-

equipment with written instructions of required spacing between'

:
,.

l

.

- -- . . . ,

'
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- Mr. J. O. Booth
1 December 17, 1975

Page 2

vibrating operations and depth of vibrations, copy attached. The
craft had inadequate experience in the use of the equipment
resulting in some instances in inadequate vibration.

We feel adequate Instructions have since been presented to the
craftsmen and that they have now gained more experience and a-

better understanding of why concrete is vibrated. .

.

We have experienced better workmanship on the subsequent pours and
consequently, efficiency will increase throughout the life of the
proj ect.

Contrary to Section 11 Paragraph 5.1,Observation No. 4 -

Curing water was not continuously maintained on all exposed
surfaces. ,

A crew of personnel have been assigned the sole task of con-
tinuous placement of water on all exposed concrete surfaces for.

'

the ' required period of seven (7) days.

More areas will be covered with burlap in the future to aid in
holding the moisture. .

We feel that these corrective actions are sufficient to eliminate
the problem canpletely. Additional personnel wl'11 be added as
required. -

=
.

e
Contrary to ACI 318 - Rebar was improperly|

! Observation No. 5 -

spaced in some areas of the placement.

This deficiency was corrected at the time of placing concrete over
the to'p mat except where resteel went .through the bulkheads and'

interferences of embedded items and strongbacks would not allow
us to reposition the bars.

On subsequent pours, this is being watched more closely so that'

bars can be repositioned at the top of the bar and be within
tolerances.

|
Personnel involved in placement activitiesObservation No. 6 -

were not aware of or failed to follow J. A. Jones Co. , " Concrete
Pour Plan".

Due to poor emnmunications on the first placement, all pers'onnel
were not supplied a copy of the Concrete Pour Plan, consequently,,

causing interpretation conflicts between the general work procedure
for placing all concrete and the specific Concrete Four Plan for

-

the specific pour.

i
*

. s . .

,

* .G. .. . ..,

~ ~ - - - . . . . . . . , _ _ , _ . , _
_
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Mr. J. O. Booth
December 17. 1975
Page 3 -

1he concrete was placed over the entire area, however, by
. modifying lift depth, the concrete was kept alive and re- |

suited in a slower pour rate but produced a satisfactory )

placement. This problem has been resolved by assuring that' '
'

all personnel associated with the placement has a copy and !
understands the approved pour plan.

,

We feel through training and work experience obtained through
Isubsequent pours that the discrepancies have been greatly

reduced and will continue to be improved as the work progresses.

Should you have any questions or coments, please feel free to contact the
~

writer.-
,

Very truly yours, .

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

f&
yJe P. 1.aona rd

Project Manager-

JPl/AP-LT:ge
,

!~ enclosure
.

cc: C. White
I.. Elliott

i q. A.-

Route
File - . .

J. Ferguson
.

|

|

|
-

.

.

.

- - - - . .
.. . ... . .

|.
: ,:

.

,

i
|

-

t-

,

! .
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-
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75-317(J) Ar.E #58
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J. A. JONES CONS i HIJCTION COMPANY
Waterferd SES Unit No. 3 Contract #W3-NY-4 Job #75-317

December 17, 1975 aooness asn.y To:

P. O. Box 110*

.

K!11ona, LA 70066
,

:

Ebasco Services, Inc.

P. O. Box 70 .

K111ona, LA 70066
'

Attn: Mr. J. 5. Booth

Ref: Report No. V3S 75-63S *

; Concrete Ple .ement 499-2

Sub: Loulslana Power & Light Q. A. Stop Work Order'No.1

Gentlemen:

The following is the listing of observations received on subject report
and J. A. Jones' response to each observation on those items that are
the responsibility of J. A. Jones.

Concrete allowed to be placed that couldObservation No.* -

not be vibrated under rebar.

Concrete found to be too stiff for proper placing, at.the point
of placement, was rejected and the concrete already delivered
and placed in the form was mixed with higher slump mixed concrete
and vibrated to place properly around the reinforcing steel.

in the future, concrete entering our conveying equipment will
,

be more closely observed and concrete of a consistency too!
thick for proper placement will be rejected and not placed
in the form.

Concrete being vibrated in order to flow
|

Observation No. 4 -

' f rom truck chute.
;- -

J. A. ' Jones' Supervisor rejected truck as soon as it was observede .N" - 'r'''

that the concrete did not flow from the truck chute. instructed -j i.i d " 6
dump man not to dump concrete into conveying equipment that will % ~~ n .' e - .+
not readily flow from truck dump chute. Vibrators should not N,j.
be used to assist concrete to flow down truck chutes. -

.

O

O
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; J. A. JONES CONS I HUCTION COMPANY
'

.

. J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
WATERFORD UNIT NO. 3

*

'

CONCRETE CONSOLIDATION DATA
.

'

VISRATOR MODEL VIBRATOR CAPACITY SPACING 0F POINTS DURATION OF DEPTH OF
& MANUFACTURER OF INSERTION VfBRATION ' IMMERSION

. .

WYC0 SS21-MI 30"-3" slump
20.-35 yds./hr. 28"-2t" slump to seconds into layer

,

The WYC0 Tool Co. 26"-1" slump below'

. .

DART 8earingless
Air = .

Modal A350 .

39 yds./hr. 2).72"-lislump 11.66 seconds into layer

,'Koehring Con- below
struction Equip.

| Division
-

|

*
, .

"

AVAILABLE EQUIPMENT

12 WYC0 992i-Mi @ 20 YDS /HR 240 YDS /HR=

350 YDS /HR10 Dart Air Model A350 @ 35 YDS /HR =

590 YDS /HRTOTAL VlBRATING CAPABILITIES =- -

*

.

|
*

'

i .

.

.

- . *

.

* e

t

'
'

.

.

l -

|

.

|
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? Mr. J. O. Booth
December 17, 1975:

' * Page 2
.

i
' Obse rvation No. 7 - - Dry concrete being removed from discharge
hose and being permitted-to drop in placement area.

,

Concrete of a consistency too stiff to be conveyed by the pump
was discharged into the conveying equipment consequently plugging
the line. During the operation of breaking down and clearing the ,

plugged line, concrete was allowed to drop through the top mat.;~ This concrete was removed prior to placing concrete in the
.

immediate area.

in the future, when a transport line becomes plugged, the areat

underneath the cleaning operation on the top mat will be covered
to prevent the concrete dropping through the top mat into the pour

The concrete will be removed f rom the protective cover anda rea.
di sca rded. .

.

Improper placement of concrete.Observation No. 8 -

;

Concrete was generally placed in accordance with our approved
pour plan. The discrepancies noted were corrected on the spot
resulting in a concrete placement in a workmanship-like meener.
We are continuing to teach our people the proper pouring and

.
,

| placing techniques which will continue throughout the life of
the project. .<

Observation No. 9' - Inadequate supervision by J. A. Jones.

During this In*tial training phase and observation of craft
capabilities, J. A. Jones has increased top line supervision
to expedite the training cycle.

. Through this effort, we anticipate added assurance that pro-|

cedures will be followed. Labor unions have been contacted and
requested to supply craftsmen with capabilities more in line with
the task to be performed. We have their assurance that this
request will be granted in all cases possible.

,

,

Complete failure by most to meet require-'

Observation No. 12 -

ments of procedures and specifications.'

The g'eneral intent of the procedures and specifications were
followed as close as work area and equipment would allow. The
requirements of the procedures and specifications were known by
the supervision directing the work and incidents of non-con'for-
mance by the inexperienced craf tsmen were corrected as they
occurred throughout the placement.

$
i

.
$ -

i

4
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Mr. J. O. Booth
December 17, 1975

. .

Page 3

Attached please find the Instruction Course Outline which has been presented
to the personnel involved in the vibration of concrete. Training periods
of this nature will continue to be performed in any area of work deemed ,

neces sa ry..

We believe the training, observattens and closer surveillance of the work-

being performed will assure compliance with approved procedures and spec-
ifications.

The exposed surface of concrete on Placement I and 2 clearly Indicates
improvement in the placing and vibrations end we feel increased production
and quality will continue.'

Should you have any further questions or consnents, please feel free to
contact the writer.

i Very truly yours,

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

f$i-

er P. Leonard
Project Manager-

.

.

JPL/AP-LT:ge .

*

enclosure
:.

cc: C. White
L. Elliott g

Q. A.
Route

j File -

J. Ferguson'
-

.
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CliCRLTE F BErr AND CDN:!DLIDATICN 'IRAIN. i SESSICN.

CLASS NCTIES .

.

GTILINC

I. INIECDUCTICE .,.

II. PIACEMENT

A. Separation
B. Vertical Drop

- C. Final Position
*

D. Lift Height
..

a

III. CI2sv. MATIN

A. Banen= for Vibration
| B. Proper ManEting of Vibrators

C. Impoper Mane' ling of Vibrators
D. Effects of I ,w p Vibration

.
.

IV. INSPEtiICN OF Ptn%T AND smm4TICN -

, A. Purpose
| B. Function

C. 'Peamnork
i

.

|

!

|
'

1

I

i

| .
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IN13000CTION

'Ibe purpose of this training session is to provide additional infomation
on the requirements and proper methods of concrete placenent and consoli-

-

dation for craftsmen, forenen and supervision involved in the placement of
~ concrete.

'

.

.

Pin-wmt is nothing nere than the act of putting concrete into a certain
area such as a fom. Proper placement consists of placing concrete in
such a manner as to make the entire mass of concrete as uniform as possible.

,

One of the main causes of non-uniform concrete is separation of the coarse
aggregate ("Iock") fztm the cement paste ("nortar").

@e of the ways to prevent or reduce separation of the concrete is to -limit
the height that concrete is allowed to drop frcm the end of the chute or
" elephant trunk". m this project, the height of drop is limited to a max-
innan of five feet. 'Ihis is very important and should be closely watched
at all times.

Another way to control separation is to place the concrete as close to its
final position as possible. 'Ihis is done to 3revent having to move the con-
crete around; this makes less work as well as keeping the quality of the
concrete high. . .

,

"

Separation can also be controlled b'y proper consolidation. Limiting the
-

amount of concrete placed in any one area makes consolidation easier and
sore effective. 'Ihe ancunt placed on this project is limited by specifying
a narimn* lift height of 18"-20". If concrete is placed deeper than this
at one time, proper consolidation is difficult to achieve.

ds very important forobninine good quality concrete.I

Proper consolidation , defined as " vibration".Cbusolidation is also*

Cbacrete is vibrated to make it nore uniform, to fill all areas, such as
keyways, with good, solid concrete and to release entrapped air bubbles.

In order to obtain good consolidation, the following things aust be done:

1. Vibrators must be inserted vertically, or as close to vertical
as is possible.

2. Vibrators should be inserted about every two feet.
3. Vibrators should be left in place for about 8-10 seconds or un-

til a " paste" appears above the vibrator.
4. Vibrator should penetrate into lower lift to insure ywyer

melding of layers.
5. Taking special care when vibrating around embedded itens, rein- -

forcing steel and forms.

9
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Some of the things which should not be done when vibrating concrete are:
.

I 1. Using vibrators to move concrete
2. pulling vibrators through concrete
3. * Vibrating too long in one spot

! 4. Vibrating too far apart

5. Holding vibrator @n=t reinforcing steel
i 'Ibo little vibration causes " pockets" of rock to fonn with little cement

paste around the rock. These form weak spots and have to be removed.,

Tbo much vibration can cause " pockets" of cenent paste which are also
.

weak spots. Proper vibration is one of the most :llaportant keys to good
quality concrete. .

1he purpose of inspection of concrete is to assure that the concrete is ofi

good quality. The inspector's function is not to " spy" or to try to find
! SGDething wrong, but to make sure that the job is being done right. In-
,

'

|'
spectors, craftsmen, foremen and supervisors are all a part of the same
team and have the same goal - to get the job done correctly.<

I
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December 17, 1975

LPT 44'8 s

f d *, 6 3-A35.30.0y
,,. -,

, . -

/3

6).f- (g*Q:$Mr. R. K. Sta=pley '

..
Ebasco Services, Inc.

C;. ?,. '>
Two Rector Street '

N*New York, New York 10006 ^

SUBJECT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3
Stop Work Order No. 1

Dear Mr. Stampley:i,.

Attached is Stop Work Orde'r No.1 issued December 16, 1975 to J. O. Booth,
Construction Superintendent.

Yours ve+ry" truly,

&
d

R. J . . eyer
Vice President - Engineering and Production

RJM:AEH:sc

Ebasco (2), J.M. Brooks, J. O. Booth (2), D.L. Aswell, L. V. Maurin,ec:
A.E. Henderson, D. B. Lester, P.V. Prasankumar, L. Biondolillo,
F. X. Shaughnessy. H. W. Otillio, T.F. Gerrets, C.G. Chezem, D.N. Galligan

.
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Q-3A35.30
SWO No.: 1

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

QUALITY ASSURANCE

STOP WORK ORDER

PLANT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3 DATE: December 16, 1975

ISSUED TO: INDIVIDUAL: J. O. Booth
,

COMPANY: Ebasco Services, Inc.

FOR WORK BY: Ebasco and J. A. Jones, Inc.

FJASON FOR SWO: This stop work order is issued due to recurring deficiencies
and nonconfor=ing work in the inspection and concrol of concrete mixing, trans-
porting and placing of concrete and the concrete placment, curing and finishing
as evidenced by the 9ttached site surveillance reports W3S75-63S, W3S75-64S and
Ebasco QA Report JG-75-12-2.

Before stop work order is cleared, Ebasco and J. A. Jones shall respond to
each observation, deficiency and nonconformance in writing, with corrective
action datiis of full compliance.

DESCRIPTION OF WORK STOPPED: The inspection and control of concrete mixing,
transporting and placing of concrete by Ebasco end concrete placec:ent, curing
and finishing by J. A. Jones, Inc.

Issued By: ' #h .

(Signature) g
/2./6-?$

cc: R. J. Meyer
D. L. Asvc11
L. V. Maurin
A. E. Henderson
Power Production File (2)
Site QA File #
J. M. Brooks

.

LPL Q-26 (12-75)
.
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SITE SURVE11.L*.!!CE REl' ORT-;-
_

1.
D tc of Surveillance: December 11. 1975 Report No.: W3S 75-63S

Ebssco Servicus incurporateu s

Company: J.A. Jones Construction Company Qompany Escort: None
Sec :;o;.c - sec aon a

1.oca tion : Waterford SES Unit 3 Site Persons Interviewed: Observations

Requirement (s): Ehnsco Snecifications LOU-1564.472. ANSI N45.2.5 - 1974 and thasco Procedures |
No. OCIP-4 OCIP-5. OCIP-6 and ocIP-7 i

2. Description of Subject of Surveillanec: |

The inspection and control of concrete mixing, transporting and placing of concrete

by Ebssco and Concrete Placement, Curing and Finishing by J.A. Jones, Inc.

! 3. Observations: See attached.
.

'
.

-

I

\.
*

-

I
|

1 .

..
_

-
e

+'
.

|
-

- - .'onc lu s'io n : O Accept "b b ;C1.u/ Ac El Follow-Up Required [Date: /4-/.6~-7['.'A Engineer Signature: *

Project QA Engineer Signature: #/i m 4ME Date: / 2- / 5- 7 6 -

'

Follow-Up Status: ?,.

l|
~

.

l.

|'
- ,.

i
r

1 .

|i -

.

.

.

i
Final Status is Satisfactory:

*

.

,
J

Report Closed by: Dste:

I-

i

1.Pl. Q- 2 9 (9- 75 )
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Report t;o. W3S 75-63S
.

Page 2

OBSERVATIONS:

1. Rejected concrete being used.

Ebasco inspector's rejection of concrete overriden by Ebasco QC Supervisor.2.

Concrete allowed to be placed that could not be vibrated under rebar.3.

4. Concrete being vibrated in order to flow f rom cruck chute.

Continuous use of low slump out of specification concrete after being5. to correct).. warned by LP&L. (Had to have QA Corporation at Placement

6. Concrete being controlled before pump hoppers by J.A. Jones.

,,,
7. Dry Concrete being removed from discharge hose and being permitted to

(Was inade to remove by LP&L) .-drop in placement area.

8. Improper Placement of Concrete.

9. Inadequate supervision by J.A. Jones.
#

*

L.
10. Inadequete supervicion by Ebssco.

'

ll. Corrective action not taken by some of Ebasco personnel after being brought , ' , - '
'

,-to theipvattention by LP&L.

Complete failure by most to meet requirements of procedures and specif?citions.12. ,
,

5E to the13. - No evaluation of crack growth in west wall of pour #6 until brou3
.

attention of supervisors by LP&L. ,

,

Personal contact with Ebasco and J.A. Jones with discussions of problemsNOTE: of concreteencountered during the transperting, mixing, and placement
-

in Placement No. 2.
,

*
e

*

O

O

e

.3 6 g

O* *
og
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: LPL-QA %,_
i ''. ~ * . SITE SURVEILIANCE REPORT .-

'
{

s.

( l. .

i Dote of Surveillance: December 11, 1975 Report No.: W3S 75-63S
Ebasco Services lacorporated &

Company: J.A. Jones Construction Company Company Escort: None
See Note - section J<

I Location: Waterford SES Unit 3 Site Persons Interviewed: Observations

Esquire =ent(s): Ebasco Specifications LOU-1564.472, ANSI N45.2.5 - 1974 and Ebssco Procedurese

No. OCIP-4 OCIP-5. QCIP-6 and QCIP-7 e

2. Description of Subject of Surveillanc.e: ii

j The inspection and control of concrete mixing, transporting and placing of concrete

!

by Ebasco and Concrete Placement, Curing and Finishing by J.A. Jones, Inc. - Concrete'

Placement #2.
3. Observations: See attached.

. .

i
,

i

-

-

N |.-
<

|.

|
' Conclusion: C Accept e 5n Follow-Up Required j
QA Engineer Signature: 5 >>M Date: A2-//-7[ '

Project QA Engineer Signaturei s77- ~ EAw"1 Date: 12- / T- 7 f

4. Follow-Up Status: -

!

i.

I !

I
i l

I

!
t

.

!

5. Final Status is satisfactory:
,

I

Report Closed by: Date: *

,

.

LPL Q-29 (9 7$)
.
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Report No. W35 75-635
Page 2

OBSERVATIONS:

1. Rejected concrete being used.

2. Ebasco inspector's rejection of concrete overriden by Ebasco QC Supervisor.
'

3. Concrete allowed to be placed that could not be vibrated under rebar.

4. Concrete being vibrated in order to flow from truck chute.

5. Continuous use of low slump out of specification concrete after being
warned by LP&L. (Had to have QA Corporation at Placement to correct).

6. Concrete being controlled before pump hoppers by J.A. Jones.

7. Dry Concrete being removed from discharge hose and being permitted to
drop in placement area. (Was made to remove by LP&L) .

8. Improper Placement of Concrete.
* e

9. Inadequate supervision by J.A. Jones.
.

10. Inadequate rupervision by Ebasco.

11. Corrective action not taken by some of Ebasco personnel after being brought
to their attention by LP&L.

.

12. Complete failure by most to meet requirements of procedures and specifications.

13. No evaluation of crack growth in vest wall of pour #6 until brought to the
attention of supervisors by LP&L.

NOTE: Personal contact with Ebasco and J.A. Jones with discussions of problems
encountered during the transporting, mixing, and placement of concrete
in Placement No. 2.l

.
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LPL-QA ._

/ SITE SURVCILIANOC REPORT*

.,,

1.
Cate of Surycillanec: December 2. 1975 Report No.: W35 75-64S

Capany: Ebasco Services & J.A. Jones Company Escort: None 3

Location: Waterford SES Unit 3 Site Persons Intervicued:Sce sec. 3 "Observatiens".

fEcquirement(s): LOU-1564.472, RS -

.

2 Dascription of subject of Surveillance: The surveillance consisted of coservation of

Concrete Placement activities associated with Concrete Placement No. 6. !

3. Observations: See attached sheet.
I. . .

!

i

.-
-

f

I, .|q -

.

.
.

-
.

,

.
.

.;cnclus ion : able Follow-Up Required -

|O AccK[ w ea'_r#w dv ? Da to e /2- 15'- 7 3~JA Engineer Signature: .,

Proj2ct QA Engineer Signature: Jr y w & y-0 M Date: / 2.- / r- 7 F -

'~

Follow-Up Status:..
, .

!

|

.

!

I

f|
|1.

Final Status is Satisfactory:e.

Report Closed by: Date:

|.

. . , . - LPL Q-29 (9-75)
-

-

..

'
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Re, et No. tJ3S 75-64S-
. s

Page 2-

OBSERVATIONS: -
,

i

1. Contrary to Section I Paragraph 10.9, concrete was placed even though
it exceeded specification requirements.

2. . Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.9, Concrete received disturbing shocks
and vibrations from reinforcing secel which was set in motion by concrete
pump discharges.

.

3. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 4.13, Concrete was inadequately vibrated.

4. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.1, Curing water was not continuously
maintained on all exposed surfaces.-

5. Contrary to ACI 318 - Rebar was improperly spaced in some areas of the
placement.

6. Personnel involved in placement activities were not aware of or failed
to follow J.A. Jones Co., " Concrete Pour Plan".

7. Several Ebasco concrete test' records (Porm No. QC!?-7-2,11-30-75) were
not completely filled out. .

'
.

NOTE: No written re/ppnse is required at this time. Thace findings were
presented to Ebasco and J.A. Jones Company in a _2 acing wi;.. LILL
on December 5. At that time, both Ebasco and J. A. Jones Company

Supervision agreed to correct the above discrepancies.
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' SWO No.- 1

1

*ESIAKA PCT.TER & LICE CEPAhi

QUALITY ASSURANCE

E0.1 ESE OM
,

I

PIANT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3 DATE: December 16, 1975

IS$*v7.D TO: ICIVIDUAL: J. O. Booth

CCHPAh7: Ehasco Services, Inc.

FOR WORK BY: Ebasco and J. A. Jones, Inc. -

,

PJASON FOR SWO: This stop wrk order is issued due to recurring deficiencies
and nonconforning work in the inspection and control of concrete mixing, trans-
porting and placing of concrete and the concrete plac:eent, curing and finishing
as evidenced by the attached site survaillance tsports W3375-63S, V3S75-64S and

..

Ebasco QA Report JG-75-12-2.

Before stop work. order is cleared, Ebasco and J. A. Jones shall respond to
each observatten, deficiency and nonconformance in writing, with corrective
action dates of full corpiiance.

DISCRIPTICN 07 WOE STOPPED: The inspectica and control of concrete r.1xing,
transport.ing and placing of concrete by Ebasco and concrete placement, curing,

|-
and finishing by J. A. Jones, Inc.

- Y a. d .&o$$ w,
. a sue 4 . .. . ~ -. -s ar.

(Signature) [j
/2./6~ W _. ,

'

|
'

cc: R. J. Meyer
D. L. Aswell*

= L. V. F. aurin
A. E. Henderson

.

Power Production Tile (2)
| Site QA Tile

J. M. Brooks| _

!

.
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LPL Q-26 (12-75)
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\ Report No. W3S 75-645
- Page 2

.

OBSERVATIONS:

1. Contrary to Section I Paragraph 10.9, concrete was placed even though
it exceeded specification requirements.

2. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.9, Concrete received disturbing shocks
and vibrations from reinforcing steel which was set in motion by concrete
pump discharges.

3. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 4.13, Concrete was inadequately vibrated.

4. Contrary to Section II, Paragraph 5.1, Curing water was not continuously
maintained on all exposed surfaces.

5. Contrary to ACI 318 - Rebar was improperly spaced in some areas of the
placement.

6. Personnel involved in placement activities were not aware of or failed
to follow J.A. Jones Co., " Concrete Pour Plan".

7. Several Ebasco concrete test records (Form No. QCIP-7-2, 11-30-75) were
not completely filled out.

NOTE: No written response is required at this time. These findings were
presented to Ebasco and J. A. Jones Company in a meeting with LP&L'

on December 5. At that time, both Ebasco and J.As Jones Company
Supervision agreed to correct the above discrepancies.

.
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' SITE SURVEILIANCE REPORT
'

- ...
.

| 1. -

| Dato of Surveillance: December 2, 1975 Report No.: W35 75-64S

Cc:npany: Ebasco Services & J.A. Jones Company Escort: None

Persons Interviewed: See sec. 3 " Observations".lLcention: Waterford SES Unit 3 Site

,
Rsquirement(s): LOU-1564.472, R5

'2. Description of Subject of Surveillance: The surveillance consisted of observation of I

Concrete Placement activities associated with Concrete Placement No. 6.

3. Observations: See attached sheet.
..

l

!-

.

i.

i
+,

~

C.onclusion : O Acc Jeable - E Follow-Up Required;

QA Engineer Signature: W Z_n - e>tf _ J4sd Date: /2- AT-73".

! Proj ct QA Engineer Signature: #- > 4 #/>A Date: 12.- / r- 7 f~
i

*

! *4 Follow-Up Status:
|

r

i

|

|
i '

_

I

i
:

.

i

5. Fie'l Status is Satisfactory:

IReport Closed by: Date:

!

LPL Q-29 (9-75)
,
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INCORPOAATED - \.,

S) $UTILITY C O N s U LTAN T S E N GIN E E R S - C O N S TRL TO-

i s ,9"mh
.

tMF. O. Box 70 \S
#K111ona, Louisiana 70066 ,- 9 q3

.' December 18, 1975.

F-4617-
,

W3-NY-4

.

J. A. Jones Construction Company *

.F. O. Box 110
Killona, Louisiana 70066

*

.

'

. LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT CONPANY
WATERFORD STE.E ELECTRIC STATION

1980 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION - UNIT NO. 3
~

YOUR RESPONSE TO STOPWORK ORDER NO. 1
,

Gentlemen:-

NehavereceivedyourresponsetostopworkorderNo.1andhavethe-

following consnents: -

1. Audit Report No. JG-75-12-2, entitled " Concrete Placement
Operations Audit". Item No. 13: Tour response should..

include. objective evidence of how your pe'rsonnel were
instructed and dates of instruction.

2. Site Surveillance Report No. W3S-75-63S, Observation No. 3:
Should include objective evidence that appropriate measures
have been established to control concrete encering conveying

,

equipment.

3. Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-63S, Observation No. 4:
Reference should be made to your " Concrete Placement and
Consolidation Training Session".

4. Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-63S, Observation No. 7:
Need a procedure change to reflect your response.; "In the

'
fucc.re, when a transport line becomes plugged, the area
um.fe neath the cleaning operation on the top mat will be
covered to prevent the concrete dro'pping through the mat
into the pour area. The concrete vill be removed from the ,

'protective cover and discarded".
. .

,
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J. A. Jones Construction Co. -2- December 18, 1975

- . ,

5. Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-635, Observation No. 8:
Reference should be made to your " Concrete Placeme'nt and
Consolidation Training Session".

,

.

6. Site Surveillance Report No. W3S-75-635, Observation No. 12:
Tour general statement. "The general intent of the procedures
and specifications,were followed as close as work area and

-equipme'nt would allow. This could be interpreted to mean
that J. A. Jones does not intend to improve. We do not
feel that this w'as your intent. Your statement should be
clarified.

Yours very truly,

0* 5

J. O. Booth

FRH:grf
-

ec: E. Boyd (2)
*
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ESASCO SEnvitES INCORPORATED

.MATERI ALS ENGINEERING AND QUALITY COMPLI ANCE- -

QUALITY COMPLlANCE REPORT
Wh

E.C. NO. 1.0U 4294 REPo6? no.
n..es.s .../s,s .o s --

ca s g T .. ..ossci
1.'.

~

VATERFORD SES UNIT No. 3
.... ... . g._

,'
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TO: J.O. Booth ~i'
$

-r. -g

FEDM: 1.A. Harn ett '
5- (\ ** * p.1 '

~

DATE: December 18, 1975

VERIFICATION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION TO AUDIT REPORT JG-75-12-2SUBJECT:

All responses to deficient items included on Mr. Gutierrez's Audit
Raport JG-75-12-2 are acceptable contingent upon implementatica of
the following action:

Item 25: It should be recognized that workmanship does have an
<ffect on the quality of concrete, therefort, caution must be

On
! exercised to eliminate any possibilities of contamination.

subsequent plac===nts the use of plywood should be utilized on the
-

ground by the pumps.

It has been verified by this department that 23 vibrators are available
!

for subsequent placements and that the lack of vibrators would ber

} highly' unlikely in the event of equipment failure.

RAH /d3
i

ec: G.A. Greathouse
' J.M. Brooks

W.C. Griggs

v7.F. Garrets
A.E. Henderson
D.N. Galligan
C.V. Diz
W3QA File
QAS File

.
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g - e
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Q-3-A35.30 )
Q-3-A35.30.01 )
RELEASE FOR SWO NO.: 1

/, ' . - J, .
' ?

. . . . . . _ _ '-

'. . LOUISlANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY - .''~ e-- 1L .Jie t ic.,- 3: -..[- p- * i; * a

. -) emumm -wt
,'

*

[d [;3C),','S . ,j QUALITY ASSURANCE
- __ y

STOP WORK ORDER - 8
-

I
,

!- 1, F Ct L Siil
5 j4A\. ,

_

,.-

RELEASE -- d 3-
1

- a._

- - .i |- r i..,, *
PLANT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3 DATE: Duenber '18,1975 j'

- .

SWO ISSUE DATE: December'16, 1975

REASON FOR SWO: This stop work order was issued due to recurring deficiencies
and nonconforming work in the inspection and control of concreta mixing, trans-
porting and placing of concrete and the concrete placement. curing and finish-
ing as evidenced by site surveillance reports W35 75-635, W35 75-645, and
Ebasco Quality Assurance Report JG-75-12-2.

REASON FOR RELEASE: In consideration of the timely and adequate response *

given by: , ,

'
J

1. Ebasco Letter No. F-4614 dated December 17, 1975 and Ebasco
letter F-4618 dated December 18, 1975.

J

2. gbasco Quality Assurance acceptance of J.A. Jones' response to
the Ebasco Quality Assurance Audit Report No. JC-75-12-2. as

,

documented by Ebasc o Letter No. W3QA-241 dated December 1S,-

1975.

Ebasco'sacceptancepfJ.A. Jones'responsestotheSWOattachedto Letter No. F-4614, as documented by Ebasco Letter No. F-4619,#3.

dated December 18, 1975.

4. Ebasco's commitment to monitor and report to the Project Superin-
tendent the effectiveness of corrective action taken as documented
in the notes of the meeting between Ebasco and *_PiL December 17,
1975.

The Stop Work Order No. 1 issued December 16, 1975 is hereby released this
date December 18, 1975.

W 4*//*/$~Issued By: -

(Signaturc) (/
Quality Assurance .u.anager

.

_
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cc: R. J. Meyer e

D. L. Aswell
L. V. Maurin

*

A. E. F.enderson
Power Production File (2)
Site QA File L, .

J. M. Brooks -
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ESASCO SERVitES INCORPORATED

.MATERI ALS DGINEERING AND QUALITY COMPLI ANCE*

QUALITY COMPLIANCE REPORT
W3_QA=.2/4- -agpony no.

E.o. No. LOU 4294
naasens no. eses

cu ant on emosset l. -

EATERFORD SIS UNIT NO. 3 g ,,',,
c. . ...vanoon, manwractwnsa on cents cron Mh ti." -

": '_ -p # . s is

y .
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TO: J.O. Booth [ .

g[ py 1 . . *'
= .

5 *

FROM: R.A. Hartnett

DATI: December 18, 1975 g

VERIFICATION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION TO AUDIT RIPORT JG-75-12-2SUBJICT:

All responses to deficient items included on Mr. Gutierrez's Audit
Report JG-75-12-2 are acceptable contingent t.pon implementation of
the following action:

Item 25: It should be recognized that vorirman= hip does have an
<ffect on the quality of concrete, therefore, caution must be

Onexercised to eliminate any possibilities of contamination. .,

subsequent placements the use of plywood should be utilized on the
|

-

ground by the pumps.

It has been verified by this department that 23 vibrators are available
for subsequent placements and that the lack of vibratsrs would be
highly'unlikely in the event of equipment failure.

|
RAH /dg'

ec: G.A. Greathouse
J.M. Brooks
W.C. Griggs

4.F. Gerrets
A.E. Henderson
D.N. Galligan
C.V. Diz
W3QA File

| QAS File

|
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Q-3-A35.30.01
RELEASE FOR SWO NO. : 1

'

/. * J. . F .

. C '.
'

J
LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY y~et ten

, . i
-/r p- v - . ai .rt -- . !.y %_ e

[,g. ggag ; QUALITY ASSURANCE
.

; '%',

y?, L F E L Siii -
'-

,qg STOP WORK ORDER - - j
'y o - |

RELEASE '-

-
7._

- - 7
~*J.*- ,

PLANT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3 DATE: DU.cmoc: 18,1975 j'
*

%.

SWO ISSUE DATE: December'16, 1975
.

REASON FOR SWO: This stop work order was issued due to recurring deficiencies
and nonconforming work in the inspection and control of concrete mixing, trans-
porting and placing of concrete and the concrete placement, curing and finish-
ing as evidenced by site surveillance reports W35 75-635, W35 75-645, and
Ebasco Quality Assurance Report JG-75-12-2.

REASON FOR RELEASE: In consideration of the timely and adequate response *
given by:

,

*
J

1. Ebasco Letter No. F-4614 dated December 17, 1975 and Ebacco
letter F-4618 dated December 18, 1975.

J

2. gbasco Quality Assurance acceptance of J.A. Jones' response to
the Ebasco Quality Assurance Audit Report No. JC-75-12-2, as

,

documented by Ebasco Letter No. W3QA-241 dated Deccaber 15,-

1975.

3. Ebasco'sacceptancepfJ.A. Jones'responsestotheSWOattachedto Letter No. F-4614, as documented by Ebasco Letter No. F-4619,#
dated December 18, 1975.

4. Ebasco's commitment to monitor and. report to the Project Superin-
tendent the effectiveness of corrective action taken as documented
in the notes of the meeting between Ebasco and LPi; Dacember 17,
1975.

The Stop Work Order No. 1 issued December 16, 1975 is hereby released this
date December 18, 1975.

$$ / 2-//-fs-Issued By:
(Signaturc) (/

Quality Assurance Manager

.

. . _ _
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cc: R. J. Meyer *

D. L. Aswell
L. V. Maurin
A. E. Henderson
Power Production File (2)
Site QA File L, .

J. M. Brooks -
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EBASCO SERVICES p;'"g"
' -

INCORPORATED e ,

1.g,E N GIN EE R S - C O N s TRUCT C@ s h<
*

*

UTILITY C O N s U LTAN T S' , ,; --

u .

P. O. Box 70 3'.
E111ona, Louisiana 70066 c 4 '

,

December 17,'1975
P-4614~'

4.0
|

|
i

.

| Mr. R. J. Meyer
t

| Vice President
i Ingineering & Production

Louisiana Power and Light Company -

143 Delaronde Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANT
WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

1980 - 1165 MW INSTALLATION - UNIT NO. 3
STOP WORK ORDER REGARDING CONCRETI PLACTML"NT AunvmLSi

Reft SWO No. 1, dated December 16, 1975
.

. ,

Dear Mr. Meyef,

.This acknowledges receipt of the referenced Stop Work Order.
It has been reviewed by both Ebasco Services, Inc. and J. A. Jones
Oonstruction Company.

Easponses to LP&L Site Surveillance Reports Nos. W3S-75-63S and
W35-75-64S and to Ebasco Quality Assurance Report No. JG-75-12-2
are enclosed from both companies.

.

Very truly yours,

f. C.
J. O. Booth-

Project Superintendent

WCC:grf [~

D. N. Galligan, D. L. Aswell, L. V. Maurin, A. E. Henderson,cc:
D. 3. Lester, P. V. Prasankumar, Power Production Dept. (3),
T. F. Gerrets, C. G. Chezem, E. W. Otillio, R. K. Stampley,
J. M. Brooks, G. J. Lambrakos

.

A 7
.
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|Response to Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-63S:
|
!

I
-

,

Items 1 & 2 /.

No rejected concrete was used in Block No. 499S02-2. Our
understanding of these two items is that LP&L is concerned about one truck |

load of concrete which was initially rejected by our Quality control
Inspector and later allowed to be used. This incident occurred once with
Batch No. 001441. Upon arrival at the site, a visual inspection of this
load indicated that it probably had a high slump; consequently, a slump test
was performed. De results were 7-3/4 inches and the Quality ControlSe truck stoodInspector rejected the load for placement at that time.
turning its drum at agitating speed. After a period of time, which did not ,

exceed the one hour limit, the Quality Control Civil Supervisor visually
awamhed this load of concrete and judged the slump to be less than 5 inches
and the concrete acceptable for placement. Se load was subsequently used
in the placement. ,

It is the responsibility of the Quality Control Supervisor to
Inreview the evaluations / decisions of inspectors under his supervision.

this regard, we feel that his decision to override the Inspector was correct.
We have instructed all Ebasco Q. C. personnel this date to have verification
tests made on questionable items prior to release for use.

.

*

!Item 4 ,

This item has been reviewed with the Ebasco Q. C. personnel, and
although inspectors were deployed in acccrdance with placement plan,
no one from Ebasco observed the use of a vibrator to assist the flow of
concrete from a cruck chute. However, instructions have been issued to Ebasco
Q. C. personnel that this practice is not allowed.

M
A review of the Concrete Test Records for Block No. 2 doesnot revealOf 41 slumpa continuous use of low slue:p, out-of-specification concrete.

tests that were performat our records indicate that only three (3) batches of
concreta exhibited unusually low slumps. Batch 001444 had a slump of 1-1/4

001536, 1 inch; and Batch 001550, 1-1/2 inches. Although theseinches; Batch
shamps are low, they are within the ranges given in Concrete Masonry Specifi-
cation LOU 1564.472, Section I, Paragraph 10.9 as interpreted by the Ebasco
Concrete-Hydraulics Department in R. Vine /A. Wern's memorandum dated
November 24, 1975, attached hereto.

Item 6 /
.

,

Our Quality Control Inspectors were controlling the acceptance or
J. A. Jones personnel were observing the deliveredrejection of concrete.

eonerate for workability,and they were reques ting through Ebasco Q. C. ~

WaterInspectors the addition of water as necessary to obtain workability.
was added to approximately 35 percent of truck loads used in this placement.
One addition of water to the concrete is permitted by the specifications.
21s addition of water is controlled within the limits of the w/c ratio
established for Concrete Mix No.14A6 which is being used for the common mat
foundation.

.

v - - - , e- vnm-- - ..,_,,n. - , , . - . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _
. _ _ _ . , _ __, , , _ _ _ _ _ , . _ _ , _ , , . _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , , , _
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Items 10 & 11

One Construction Supervisor, one Q. C. Civil Supervisor and ninei

TheQ. C. Civil Inspectors were assigned to each shift for this placement.
msnber of personnel assigned to Block No. 2 was consistent with our plans
for project staffing. All Ebasco personnel are qualified by experience and
education for work assigned to them and are receiving Q. C. training at the,

'

site to improve proficiency.
;

Item 12

S e deviations that occured during Concrete Block No. 2 vers
tw ical of the problems encountered with concrete work, particularly in!

the early statges. These deviations were addressed as they occurred and the
necessary action was taken by Q. C. personnel to have the problems corrected
and bring the deviation back into compliance. The records for Block No. 2j

show that the Q. A. Program is functioning effectively, and the statement
! of " Complete failure...to meet requirements of procedures and specifications."
,

|
is not an accurate assessment. However, it is our intent to continue training
with our personnel to further improve the effectiveness of the Q. A. Program

|
i at Waterford 3.

... .

l Item 13
.

,

Cracks which were observed by our Quality Control Inspectors
were mapped, and a discrepancy notice was prepared. Rese cracks were|

evaluated with New York Engineering and determined to be surface cracks.
Disposition was provided by. the Senior Resident Engineer to remove the cracks

i

|
by chipping and this was completed and reinspected the day before placing

It is our understanding that a crack was detected by LP&L onconcrete.
the morning of the placement. Mis crack was also removed innediately
after discovery prior to placing concrete.

.

'
.
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Easponse to Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-645:
.

Item 1

Section I, Article 10.9, of the Concrete Masonry Specification
gives a range of slumps for various types of construction.LOU 1564.472

Our Concrete-Hydraulic Engineering Department interpreted this paragraph
regarding slumps for the connon mat foundation and provided the site with
direction in menorandum from i. Vine /A. Wern to J. O. Booth dated

*

November 24, 1975 (copy attached). This memorandum stated that slumps
could range between 5 inches and 1 inch. This is consistent with the
first paragraph of Section I, Article 10.9, which states that concrete
shall be of a consistency and workability suitable for the conditions

A review of the Concrete Test Records, Form No. QCIP-7-2,of the job.
show that only one batch of concrete (5-3/4 inch slump) was used for
Block No. 499S02-6 that exceeded the specified requirements concerning
slumps. ,

Item 7

Concrete Test Records for Block No. 499502-6 have been reviewed
by the Quality Control Civil Supervisor. , Incomplete information was
retrieved, where possible, and recorded. This was the first permanent plant

our Qualityconcrete for this project, and prior to the next placement,
Control personnel vere instructed and are required to record all dataA review of our records for*

on the forms as the work is being performed.
499502-1 and 499S02-2 indicates that this is being

subsequent Blocks No.As furrher assurance that concrete is satisfactory, 27 of
~

accomplished.'
30 test cylinders broke in excess of 4,000 psi with the lowest of the
remainder being 3,530 psi.

t
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EBASCO SERVICES y#g )
INCDRPORATED *g ( ej,,1

E N GINE E R s - C O N S TR 7Q *
UTILITY C O N S U LTAN T S
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P. O. Box 70
.

E111ona, Louisiana 70066

December 18, 1975
F-4618

4.0
.

1. J. Meyer
Vice President
Engineering and Production
Louisiana Power and Light Company
142 Delarende Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANT
WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

1980 - 1165 .W INSTAT.TATION - UFIT NO. 3
STOP WORK ORDER REGARDING CONCRETE PLAf"NENT ACTIVITIES

Dear Mr. Heyer, .
.

Raf: 1) SWO No. 1, dated December 16, 1975
2) ,Ebasco Letter 7-4614, dated December 17, 1975

The following comments supplement Reference 2):
.

Response to Site Surve111cnce Report No. W35-75-63S:

Items 1 and 2: The Sr. Quality Control Supervisor via written memo-
randum dated December 18, 1975, has instructed the
Quality Control Engineers, Supervisors, and Inspectors
to perform verification tests on suspect materials
prior to release for use.

In the same memorandum as referenced above, the Sr. QualityItem 4: Control Supervisor has instructed the Quality Control
personnel that the use of a vibrator to assist the flow
of concrete from a truck chute is not allowed at this,

proj ect.

Item 5: As agreed, Ebasco shall initiate a program to control
memorandu=s which contain an interpretation of an
engineering document. The procedure for this shall be
described in a revision to ASP-III-2, " Site Document
Control". The date of full compliance for this commitment
is February 2, 1976.

.

. _ . _ .
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-2- December 18, 1975
Mr. R. J. Meyer

j

As a follow-up to this item, the Sr. Quality Control SupervisorItem 13: I

via written memorandum dated December 18, 1975, has instructed
the Ebasco Quality Control placing inspector to inspect, just
prior to start of a concrete placement, existing concrete surfaces |

<

for cracks. ,' ;

Response to Site Surveillance Report No. W35-75-64S:

Please refer to the above supplemental response to Item 5.Ices 1:
of Site Surveillance Report No. W3S-75-635.

Information supplementing J. A. Jones Construction Company's response to
Reference 1) is attached hereto (J. A. Jones Letter 75-317(J) A&E #062,
dated December 18, 1975). Ebasco has reviewed this letter without
comment.

*

Very truly yours,
.

} o. LJE
. J. O. Booth

Project Superintendent

UCG:grf

Enclosure ,

D. N Galligan, R. J. Meyer, D. L. Assell, L. V. Maurin, A. E. Henderson,cc:
D. B. Lester, P. V. Prasankumar, Power Production Dept. (3),

4. F. Gerrets, C. G. Chezes, H. W. Otillio, R. K. Stampley, J. M. Brooks,
G. J. Lambrakos

|
.
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75-317 (J) A&E#062
. . .

,

* . ---

%,
.

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
Waterford SES Unit No. 3 Contract #w3-NY-4 Job #75-317

December 18, 1975 ADDRESS REPt Y TO:

P. O. Box 110 j

Killona, t.A 70066 |

-

|
.

Ebesco Services, Inc. , .

P. O. Box 70
Killona. LA 70066 i

!

Attn: Mr. J. O. Booth

Ref: J. A. Jones' letter, Mr. Greathouse te Mr. Hussain,
and Letter Nos. 75-317(J) A&E#58 and 75-317(J)A&E#59

|dtd December 17, 1975

Sub: Loulslana Power & Light q A. Stop Work Order No. I

Gentlemen:

Per your request for further clarification of items in subject letters,
we submit the following. ,

1. Mr. Greathouse to Mr. Hussain, letter dated 12/17/75,
Iterh 13, subjective evidence is our " Concrete Placement
and Consolidation Training Session Class Notes" which

|has been formally presented to personnel involved in
- placement of concrete. g

2. J. A. Jones' letter 75-317(J) A&E#59, observation
No. 2, attached please find copy of J. A. Jones' purchase
order No. 75-317/P0311 for materials required to install
the shock absorber.

3 J. A. Jones' letter 75-317(J) A&E#59, Observation No. 3, |

subjective evidence is our " Concrete Placement and Con-
solidation Training Session Class Notes" which has been formally |

presented to personnel involved in placement of concrete.

|

l
"

. . . .
- - . . . .
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Mr. J. O. Booth
December 18, 1975
Page 2

.

4. J. A. Jones' letter 75-317(J) Ar,E#58, Observation No. 3,
4 and 7, subjective evidence is our Management Directive
Memo "Concrgte Placement Directives" dated 12/18/75, copy
attached.

5. J. A. Jones' letter 75-317(J) Ar,E#58, Observation No. 8,
-

subjective evidence is our " Concrete Placement and Con-
solidation Training Session Class Notes".

6. J. A. Jones' letter 75-317(J) Ar,E#58, Observation No.12,
to clarify our statement, J. A. Jones intends to continually
improve work techniques, train personnel, and provide
adequate equipment to obtain required results, in any case,

we will exert any effort required to insure that the end
product is completely acceptable to the Owner.

We trust the above properly clarifles your questions. Please advise
If additional information is required.

Very truly yours.

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY.

C

Jer P. Leonard ,* '.

Project Manager

!
JPl./AP:ge

.

encl.

cc: C. White -

L. Elliott
J. Ferguson
Route
Q. A. .

File

.

e

e

.

ee eo e=

b

.
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. J. A. !"NFS CONii'l(U(T. ION CO31PANY_

- .... ''

. ' , . ,
.

.-*r>av 15'

155UED FROM: __ .

Mi,7 :"c*, ,'.* ,,' ,

Ta ft . t.
_

.,

Oofe _ Dececber 9,1775
_

.

,; .

Southern Pun, Creto
1 A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANYy, $ hip to:

1$17 PacArthur Avenue
_

vaterford i 3
tarvey, La. 7:058 _

Projec,_

Location _ Taft._La. ..

. .
..

-

Dehestier 12, 1975
Delivery Required _ Shipping Point _

y, o, g, _ .

Ret 10 days
Terms _
instructions in invoicing:

* 1. Retain original copy. Sign and return other copies promptly.2. Invoices and shipping lists must show order number, and be rendere
.

i_ cop es. tod in three fM
*

;
_

70066 omce. <

?.c. Boz 110. If.11ona. La.
'

"'* *|f,'4

to'n resen
| y =

- annan
lumrouumn ..

-

'

.

i to be as-

and accsosor es.-

he fol:,owing listed concrets pimeing lie s(,g ,, p 4,

ma=ufactured oy Construction forms Inc.
.

T ,

*

101 301C
$ 45.00 $ 135.00'

. ' ' ' '
.

5'' Tee $ 13.00 $ 39.00 '

5' t.nd esp $ 55.00 $ 165.00' 1) 3 es

f511A 5"x5" steel tube $ 95.00 $ 330.00
. 2) 3 as

$140.00 $ 560.00|, 3) 3 es, #55045A32, 5" 45' Elbow
(G745A2. 5" lateral design, 2'4) 4 aa'

$155.00 $ 310.001, 2 4 ea long with shut-off
!{.UAS,5"Interaldesign,S'
loor. with shut-off $ 30.00 $ 360 16) 2 ea

ICF050 coopling 6 sasket
_

$1.947.00). 7) 12 es ,

9rtAL $ 3t9.53,

Less 20%| __ .

$1,559.20
.

- LDP SUM TOTAL .

.

FLDS APPLICA5LE SALIS & CSE TAI
' ' .

...
*~

C0t,TII:'.*ATION - DO .NOT 51'PLICATEj

AGREEMENT

CENERAL CONDITIONS ON REVERSE SIDE ARE A PART OF THIS
i

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY*
*,-

-

: . .

- ,,:. -
ACCtet50 _

_ ry.wa .% Ar.tra.

,E _
_

g.*

Satt __ ' - , .
...

.- ....

- .

.
#.
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INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

J. A. JONES CONSTRUCTION COMPANY . .,

.'-

. p.wa-.

J. P. Leona rd /_
To: Al Prince From:

Project Manage (-

Work Procedure W-WP-7
Date:. December 18, 1975 Re: Revising Directive

:
i

Revised subject work procedure to incorporate the handling and '

disposition of concrete collected during the concrete conveying
line unplugging operation.

This revision to be made and submitted to Ebasco for approval
launedia tely.

-

.

t

.

t
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MER OFFICE CORRESPONOENCE ?
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t

J. A. JONES CONS I FiUCTION COMPANY
-

.

Tc: All Personnel involved in The Placement From: J. P. Leonard &W #"#of Concrete
Project Managet/ [

Date: December 18, 1975 Re:
, , -Concrete Placement Direc ives

.
-

.

This memo is issued to give specific direction to any person involved .
.

in the handling and placing of concrete on this project.
.

1.
The following is a superintendent and engineers' mandatory

reading list that must be read and understood prior to placingof concrete. Any questions or requ,ests for interpretation
should be directed to the office of the Project Engineer,

Ebasco specification LOU-1564.472,' section iI,a.
Concrete Placing, Curing and Finishing.

b. J. A. Jones' Concrete Pour Plan. *,
-

- .
,*

Concrete Placement and Consolidation .c.
- tralning session class notes.

'

'

2. The superintendent shall train and indoctrinate all foreman
-

. .

and craftsmen in the requirement contained in the mandatory reading'. list.
.

. -

3. The' concrete conveying equipment supervisor or operator shall.

not allow concrete to be placed in the equipment that will not flow
unaided (raked or vibrated) down the truck chute. All concrete of
this nature shall be brought to the attention of the Ebasco Engineer.

cc: Les Terry
,

| Jim Foster
Mike Murray
Dick Anderson .

C. Allen (5) '1
'

! Al Prince
! Mike Nolan (5)

Gene Greathouse *

,
. . . .. . a,_ ._

. - . . -

; ... __ _ . -._
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,
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$'BASCO SERVICES
'

- INCORPORATED

CONSTRUCTORSE N GIN E E R SU T I I.! T Y C O N S U LTAN T S --

d

P. O. Box 70 )
-

E111ona, Louisiana 70066

December 18, 1975

-
F-4619

'

W3-NT-4

[+g 619202,J. A. Jones Construction Company %4 ~2-P. O. Box 110
K111one, Louisiana 70066 y py.b, ..2 -

E
Dcoe''*O'c kI {-(e,,,7.| LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ';- --

WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
' ' , ''

1980 - 1165 .W INSTALLATION - UNIT NO. 3 -

TOUR RESPONSE TO STOP WORK ORDER NO. 1 -

Reference: Tour letter dated h eember 18, 1975. Number 75-317(J)
A&E # 062.

Gentlemen:
.

We have received your response to our comments on your initial response
to stopwork order No.,1. We have reviewed your response and have no -

further comments.
* a

Tours very truly,

** . C7

J. O. Booth
Project Superintendent

FRH:grf
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..

. ..G. Hubnc.'k !.'M_ C. _ __ _ ._ _. . ..
W. .' .7Y. CALL ~_NG : __

(?:ane) (Cs... , ~..y)
.

.
..

,-.

?! dY .. 5.'iRI!!G: . .T_._F . _.C._e r r.o. t s d G_M_ _ _ _ .._i P. !. L. . _ -_...

(!;..ce) . (C . ..; iny) .-
!, . . -

1

SU3 JECT: Constrocrion Status iTLE: Q -3 .13 5.02.01-
. ,/

. .. ._... _._- 2 . A.1. 0_4 . 0 2 0 2 '
-

. ,- _ _ . . ..

_._

.

.__.._____ ....___.. ..... .______......._..___... ...................................

SU P_'sRY: (1:,CLUDISG DEC7310::S .";3 CR CfN'_?.;TS)

"r. I':i:,c.,k. e 111ed to in u f re uh.mit t'ie s t a n:s of . . - * ..r'*n. :'uc cpecifically,

ha wanted to knew if we hr.d rcicceed - Eba A:o f ee.1 the -t op mek ord r. I told
':00 p.n. on::r. Hubac.-k that we had is.<ued the step ark .icder relense at .

c.ts pir. 'ag to p ace concrcte teday.l00ce % r 18. I also told hin that J.A. Jenes
.in:t that they .ere Le.purarily being hold up ',.:ccesse N..e .;,;r.J;at e h i: s a t the-
batch plant were fro::en. :-Ir. H:ba ek also .ated to karv *he re w.a uhy ve 0.m d
the ctop work order. I told hin that we did- so _ bec.tu,se of r.scitr ri. g prebices with
.he cencrete placement, especially with vibratien. I told hd= that cren thee;h ve
* cd .. 7.-r f enced probicas , I felt that in the end, all-pl. cc-eats wcro s.:tisfictery..

-

Ifr. Huba.:c.k etated that he was glad to see that no had ciery:hing addr vittrol.
lie asked if I dould call him to not.ify him shorst the first con. :. :te pbccncnt te.

Se .a/e in .'st rip ::o. 2. I told him I weuld do so,.,

.

t .

:_......................___-_..__...............................__......................

a,-...,t.,.. ., . . . . . : , 3. v. ., s.. ..

.

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

i. .. . . . . ..

. . . .s... .,,y..,. . . . . . , , ,. ,, y . r .. . , . , ., . . ..~. ,-,.. : . ,,. . . . .. . . . ., . ..
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POWER & LIGHT / fw#
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December 29, 1975 p l
,7 v.- 7,

,,.7---.- }
*

b'' - %:1,pt c u c-
T

- [ Q sp-A35.02,01
3C Re onse Required: Yes

By: January 7,1976

5670,9,*g,[pMr. R. K. Sta=pley 7

kEbasco Services, Inc.
,i :.Two Rector Street y

U '. i"
'4. ,New York, New York 10006 e'

S Y * .i. hI
SUBJECT: Waterford SES Unit No. 3 ';;., ( ? :/

NRC Audit - Dece=ber 2-5, 1975 9 O /'5q. , '

Dear Mr. Stampley:

Attached is a copy of a letter dated December 22, 1975, from the NRC Office
.

of Inspection and Enforce = n t - Region IV together with a copy of the NRC ,

Inspectors ncport concer.:it.g the audit conducted on December 2-5, 1975.

Please note the paragraph of the letter relative to proprietary infor=ation.-

We request you advise L?&I. by January 7,1976, as to whether or not you
consider any infor:.ation contained in the report to be proprietary.

If any infor=ation in this report is considered proprietary, your written
response must be handled in an expeditious =anner. Our response to the
NRC must be made before Monday, Januarf 12, 1976. If you do not contact us
by January 7, 1976, we will assume you have no com=ents.

Because there has been a delay in sending the report to you, you may elect.

to inform our Mr. R. E. Eastings by telephone - (504) 366-2345, Entensioni

638 - as to whether or not you consider infor=ation in the report to be
proprietary. Your written response can then follow the notification by

,

telephone.'
|

| By copy of this letter to Mr. A. L. Gaines, we are asking CE to respond
| to this request in like manner. -

Yours very truly,
,

f,

'. Meyer
Vi e President - Engineering and Production

! -

i

|

!

____._ _ __
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Mr. R. K. Stamploy
Page 2
December 29, 1975

RJM:REH:sc

Attachment

Ebasco (2), J. M. Brooks, J. O. Booth (2), D. L. Aswell, L. V. Maurin,ec:
A. E. Henderson, D. B. Lester,.C. G. Chezem, F. X. Shaughnessy,
H. W. Otillio, T. F. Gerrets,' P. V. Prasankumar, L. Biondolillo, D.N. Galligan
A. L. Gaines
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