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'[ k NUCLEAR REGULATDRY COMMISSION ,*

L 'j WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
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Docket Nos. 50-498/499
jul 0 3 1934

.

Harry H. Glasspiegel, Esquire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 M Street, NW IN RESPONSE REFER
Washington, DC 20036 TO F01A-84-394

Dear Mr. Glasspiegel:

This is in response to your letter dated May 18, 1984, in which you
requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, documents concerning
the-1984 Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfonnance Report for the
South Texas Project and a meeting between NRC and the licensee on
May 10, 1984.

The documents listed on the Appendix to this letter are enclosed and are
being placed in the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington,
DC.>

.

Since ly ,

. M. Felton, Director

Division of Rules and Records
Office of Administration

.

Enclosures: As stated
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Re: F01A-84-394
.
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APPENDIX,

1. 4/11/84 NOTICE OF SIGNIFICANT LICENSEE MEETING - HOUSTON LIGHTING &,

POWER COMPANY (2 pages)

2. 5/10/84 - STP - SALP - NAME AND ORGANIZATION / TITLE (1 page)

3 .' 6/22/84
' SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) 0F THE

Letter to G. W. Oprea, Jr., from J. T. Collins re: NRC'S

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 (3 pages)

' 4. 4/20/84 Letter to G. W. Oprea, Jr., from E. H.. Johnson re: SYSTEMATIC
ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) BOARD REPORT OF THE
SOUTH TEXASPPROJECT, UNITS 1 AND 2 w/ attached APPENDIX - NRC
REPORT 50-498/83-26and50-499/83-26(27pages)

5. 6/8/84 Letter to J. T. Collins from G. W. Oprea, Jr., re: NRC
INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT REPORT 50-498/83-26,50-499/83-26
dated 4/20/84 w/ attached'HL&P Comments on SALP Board Report
for the South Texas Project for the period 12/1/82 through
11/30/83 (5 pages)
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APR 111984 V

NDTICE OF SIGNIFICANT LICENSEE MEETING

.

Name of Licensee: Houston Lighting & Power Company

Name of Facility: South Texas Project (STP)
,

Docket: 50-498; 50-499

Date and Time May 10, 1984 at 8:30 a.m.
of Meeting:

Location of Meeting: Administration Building Conference Room, STP Site

Purpose of Meeting: SALP Evaluation of Licensee Performance

NRC Attendees: P. Check, D.eputy Regional Administrator
R. Denise, Director, Division of Reactor Safety & ' Projects
E. Johnson, Chief, Reactor Project Branch 1
J. Jaudon, Chief, Reactor Project Section A
D. Tomlinson, Senior Resident Inspector
D. Carpenter, Resident Inspector

' G. Knighton, Branch Chief, NRR
V. Nerses, Project Manager, NRR

" Licensee Attendees: G. Oprea, Executive Vice President, Nuclear
'J. Goldberg, Vice President, Nulcear Engineering &

Construction
J. Geiger, QA Manager
T. Jordan, Project QA manager
D. Barker, Project Manager

-f M. Wisenberg, Licensing Manager

Note: Attendance by NRC personnel at the NRC/ licensee meeting should be made
known by COB on May 7, 1984, via telephone call to J. P. Jaudon, FTS 728-8140.

Distribution:
W. J. Dircks, EDO
V. Stello, DED/ROGR
D. Eisenhut, NRR
R. C. DeYoung, IE
J. T. Collins, RIV

-#gffR. Denise, RIV
R. Hall, RIV
C. Wisner, RIV

N'gAttendees
NRC PDR
Service List

RPS1/A' I RPB1 DRS&P DRA R '/R1 -
'

JJaudonwism EJohnson RDenise PChe J 11tns -
r
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' #Houston Lighting & Power Company'

!

Houston Lighting & Power Company William S. Jordan, III, Esq.

| ATTN: G. W. Oprea, Jr. Harmon and Weiss*

| Executive Vice President 1725 I Street, NW
P.O. Box 1700 - Suite 506
Houston, Texas' 77001 Washington, DC 20006

Houston Lighting & Power. Company Mr. D. G. Barker
ATTN: -J. H. Goldberg,.Vice Pres. Manager, South Texas Project

Nuclear Eng. & Co'nstr. Houston Lighting & Power Company
-P.O. Box 1700 P.O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas 77001 Houston, Texas 77001

Brian.Berwick, Esq. Mr. Dan P. Tomlinson
Asst. Attorney General Senior. Resident Inspector
Environmental Protection Div. US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

; -P.O. Box 12548, Capitol Station P.O. Box 910
Austin, Texas 78711 Bay City, Texas 77414

-Mr..E. R. Brooks Mr..H. L. Peterson
Mr. R..L. Range

_

Mr. G. Pokorny
. Central Power & Light Company City of Austin

P.O. Box 2121 : P.O. Box 1088
' Corpus Christi, Texas 78403 Austin, Texas 78767-

> Mr. Jonathan ' Davis Mr. J. B. Poston
_ Assistant City Attorney Mr. A. Von Rosenberg
City of Austin City Public Service Board
P.O. Box 1088 P.O. Box 1771

^ Austin, Texas 78767 San Antonio, Texas 78296

Ms. Pat Coy Jack'R. Newman, Esq.
-Citizens Concerned About Lowenstein, Newman, Reis and

Nuclear Power Axelrad
-5106. Casa Oro 1025' Connecticut Ave. NW
San Antonio,' Texas 78233 Washington, DC 20036

~ Mr. Mark R. Wisenburg Melbert- Schwartz, Jr. , Esq.
. Manager, Nuclear Licensing Baker and Botts
Houston Lighting &-Power _Co. One Shell Plaza
P.O. Box 1700 Houston,. Texas 77002
Houston, Texas 77001

Mrs. Peggy Buchorn
:Mr.-Charles Halligan Executive Director
Mr. Burton L.' Lex- ~ Cit.izens for Equitable Utilities,
-Bechtel Corporation Inc.
:P.O. Box 2166 Route 1, Box 1684

_

; Houston, Texas 77001 Brazoria, Texas- 77422

Mr. Lanny Sinkin .
114 West 7th; Suite 220-
Austin, Texas 70701
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k 611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SulTE 1000

% , ,y ARLINGTON TEXAS 76011
,

.

In Reply Refer To: ,JUN22 W
Dockets: 50-498/84-26

50-499/84-26

Houston Lighting & Power Company
ATTN: G. W. Oprea, Jr.

Executive Vice President
P.O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas 77001

Centlemen:

This refers to the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)
of the South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2, Construction Permit CFPR-128 and
129. The SALP Board met on January 25-26, 1984, to evaluate your performance
for the period December 1, 1982, through November 30, 1983. The performance
analyses, conclusions, and recommendations are contained in the enclosed SALP
Board Report which was discussed with you at the STP site on May 10, 1984.
Also enclosed is your response dated June 8,1984, to the SALP Board report. I

> . am now issuing these enclosures as an NRC report.

It is my view that the overall regulatory performance by Houston Power. and
Light Company at the South Texas Project has been satisfactory.

I have noted that the SALP Board judged your performance to be Category 1 in
the areas of piping systems and supports, electrical power supply and
distribution, and licensing activities. This high level of performance is
worthy of mention.

-I also have noted that the SALP Board found your performance in three areas to
be in Category 3. These areas were soils and foundation, corrective action and
reporting, and material control. While performance in this category rating
meets minimum standards, it points out the need for additional management
attention and oversight on your part. In your letter of' June 8,1984, you set
out some of the' actions you propose to improve performance in these areas, and
I agree that if you carry out the actions as proposed, we could expect to see

-improvement in these areas.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title' 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the enclosures
will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

)b
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Houston Lighting & Power Company -2-
,

No reply to this letter is required; however, should you'have any questions
concerning these matters, we will be pleased to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

John T. Collins, Regional
Administrator, Region IV

Enclosure:
1. NRC Report 50-498/83-26, 50-499/83-26

Report of the STP SALP Board'

dated April 20, 1984

2. HL&P letter (0prea, HL&P to Collins, NRC)
. dated June 8, 1984

cc:
J Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: J. H. Goldberg, Vice President
Nuclear. Engineering and Construction

P.O. Box-1700
Houston, Texas 77001

3
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Houston Lighting & Power Company -3-

.

Houston Lighting & Power Company William S. Jordan, III, Esq.

ATTN: G. W. Oprea, Jr. Harmon and Weiss
Executive Vice President 1725 I Street, NW

P.O. Box 1700 Suite 506
Houston, Texas 77001 Washington, DC 20006

Houston Lighting & Power Company Mr. D. G. Barker
ATTN: J. H. Goldberg, Vice Pres. Manager, South Texas Project

~

. Nuclear Eng. & Constr. Houston Lighting & Power Company
P.O. Box 1700 P.O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas 77001 Houston, Texas 77001

Brian Berwick, Esq. Mr. Dan P. Tomlinson
Asst. Attorney General Senior Resident Inspector
Environmental Protection Div. US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-

P.O. Box 12548, Capitol Station P.O. Box 910
Austin, Texas 78711 Bay City, Texas 77414

'Mr. E. R. Brooks Mr. H. L. Peterson
Mr. R. L. Range Mr. G. Pokorny
Central Power & Light Company City of Austin

P.O. Box 2121 P.O. Box 1088
Corpus Christi, Texas 78403 Austin, Texas 78767

p

Mr. Jonathan Davis Mr. J. B. Poston
Assistant City Attorney Mr. A. Von Rosenberg
City of Austin City.Public Servi;e Board
P.O. Box 1088 P.O. Box 1771

~ Austin, Texas 78767 San Antonio, Texas 78296

-Ms. Pat Coy Jack R. Newman,~Esq.'
- Citizens Concerned About Lowenstein, Newman, Reis and

Nuclear Power Axeirad
5106 Casa Oro 1025 Connecticut Ave. NW
San Antonio,. Texas 78233 Washington, DC 20036

Mr. Mark R. Wisenburg- Melbert. Schwartz, Jr., Esq.-
Manager, Nuclear. Licensing Baker and Botts
Houston Lighting & Power Co. One Shell Plaza
P.O. Box 1700- Houston, Texas 77002
Houston, Texas 77001

Mrs. Peggy Buchorn
Mr. Charles Halligan Executive Director
Mr. Burton L. Lex Citizens for Equitable-Utilities,

~Bechtel Corporation Inc.
P.O. Box 2166 Route 1, Box 1684-
Houston,-Texas. 77001 Brazoria, Texas _ 77422

Mr. ' Lanny~ Sinkin
'114 West 7th, Suite 220
; Austin, Texas -7.0701 '.



7 Enclosure 1-
. .

0 % UNITED STMESos, 4

[ p NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

h *: f REGION IV

D 8 611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE. SulTE 1000

+9 , ,8 ARLINGTON. TEXAS 76011

April 20,1984-

-In Reply Refer To:
Dockets: 50-498/83-26

50-499/83-26

Houston Lighting & Power Company
ATTN: G. W. Oprea, Jr.

~

Executive Vice President
P.O. Box 1700
Houston,-Texas 77001 '

Gentlemen:

-This refers to the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Board
Report of the South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2, Construction Permits CPPR-128
and 129. The SALP Board met on January 25-26, 1984, to evaluate the performance
of the subject facility for the period December 1, 1982, through November 30, 1983.
The performance analyses and resulting evaluation are documented in the enclosed
SALP Board Report. These analyses and evaluation will be discussed with you at
the South Texas Project site, on May 10, 1984.

>
The performance of your facility was evaluated in the selected functional
areas identified in Section IV of the enclosed SALP Board Report.

The SALP Board evaluation process consists of categorizing- performance in each
functional area. The categories which we have used to evaluate the performance
of your facility are defined in Section II of the. enclosed SALP Board Report.
Section III of the enclosed SALP Board Report contains a summary of the
categories assigned to the various functional aress.

Any comments which you may have concerning our evaluation of the performance
of your facility should be submitted to this office by June 8,1984.

Your comments, if any, and the SALP Board Report, will both appear as
enclosures in the Region IV Administrator's letter which issues the SALP Report
as an_NRC Report. In addition to the issuance of the report, this letter

will, if appropriate, state the NRC position ~ of matters relating to the status
of your safety program.

:
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Houston Lighting & Power Company -2- .

.

Comments which you may submit at your option, are not subject to the clearance
procedures of-the Office of Management and Budget as required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511. -

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

Sincerely,
Odginal Signed By

E. H. Johnson

E. H. Johnson, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 1

Enclosure:
Appendix - NRC Report-

50-498/83-26
50-499/83-26

cc w/ enclosure:
Houston Lighting & Power Company

p. - ATTN: J. H. Goldberg,.Vice President
' Nuclear Engineering and Construction

P.O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas 77001

.
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APPENDIX

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV.

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance

NRC Inspection Report: 50-498/83-26 Construction Permits: CPPR-128-

50-499/83-26 CPPR-129

Dockets: 50-498; 499

Licensee: Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P)
P. O. Box 1700
Houston, Texas 77001

Facility Name: South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2

Appraisal Period: December 1, 1982, through November 30, 1983

Licensee Meeting: May 10, 1984

SALP Board: J. E. Gagliardo, Director, Division of Resident, Reactor
Project & Engineering Programs (Chairman) I

R. L. Bangart, Director, Division of Vendor & Technical
Programsy

W. A. Crossman, Chief, Reactor Project Section B
A. L. Vietti, Project Manager, Licensing Branch 2
D. P. Tomlinson, Senior Resident Inspector, Construction

Other Attendees:

P. S. Check, Deputy Regional Administrator
G. W. Knighton, Chief, Licensing Branch #3,
Division of Licensing
W. C. Seidle, Technical Advisor, Division of Resident, Reactor

Project & Engineering Programs
J. Boardman, Reactor Inspector, Reactor Project Branch 1
R. Denise, Director, Division of Resident, Reactor

Project & Engineering ograms

Reviewed by: At AR // /t Y
J. f. [Jaud n, Chief

'

Date
Re&ctor P oject Section A

24 /@-Approved by:
E. H. Johnson,. Chief Date )

Reactor Project Branch 1 %,

I . ;l
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1. INTRODUCTION

The NRC has established a Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance )
(SALP) program as an integrated NRC staff ' effort to collect available l

observations and data on a predetermined schedule and to evaluate
licensee performance based on these observations and data. Emphasis
is placed upon NRC understanding the licensee's performance in the
13 functional areas listed in the body of the report and discussing and
sharing this understanding with the licensee. SALP is an integrated part

of the regulatory process used to assure licensee's adherence to the NRC ,

rules and regulations. SALP is oriented toward furthering NRC's )
understanding of the manner in which: (1) the licensee management j

'

directs, guides, and provides resources for assuring plant safety; and I

(2) such resources are used and applied. The integrated SALP assessment
is intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide meaningful guidance
to licensee management related to quality of plant construction.

The integrated review was conducted by a SALP Board composed of NRC
personnel who are knowledgeable of the licensee's activities. The SALP ;

Board met on January 25-26, 1984, to review data and observations and to '

assess the licensee's performance in 13 areas. This SALP report is the-
SALP Board's assessment of the licensee's safety performance at the South

-Texas Project during the period of December 1, 1982, through
y November 30, 1983.

No SALP Report was issued for the period between June 30, 1981, and
December 1, 1982. NRC Inspection Report 79-19, released 'in early 1980,
resulted in the issuance of an Order to Show Cause why construction
should be allowed to continue. HL&P chose to terminate the services of
the company originally selected to perform the architect engineering
and construction functions and subsequently engaged Bechtel Power
Corporation to act as architect engineer and Ebasco Services, Inc., to
complete the construction of the two units. No significant engineering
or construction activities were accomplished LJring this period. A

detailed statusing ' program for installed equipment and systems was
jointly accomplished by Bechtel and the previous constructor prior to the
resumption of construction. Maintenance of the installed equipment and
warehouse storage were the principal activities being performed during
this time.

II. CRITERIA

Licensee performance was assessediin 13 selected functional areas. Each
of these functional areas represents an area signifi. cant to nuclear
safety. Evaluation criteria as listed below were' used, as appropriate,
in each of the functional area assessments:

1. Management involvement in assuring quality
2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint
3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives

.

uma _ .
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4. Enforcement history

5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events
6. Staffing (including management)
7. . Training effectiveness and qualification

In addition, SALP Board members considered other criteria, as
appropriate. Based upon the SALP Board assessment, each functional area
evaluated is classified in one of the three performance categories. The
definition of each of these performance categories is:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward
nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used such
that a high level of performance with respect to operational safety or
construction is being achieved.

Category 2: HRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.
Licensee management attention and involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are
reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance with respect to
operational safety or construction is being achieved.

,

Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
f Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers

nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to
be strained or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory
performance with respect to operational safety or construction is being
achieved.

III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

. In summary, the licensee's performance, as determined during the SALP
Board meeting, is shown in the table below.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Functional Area Category

A. Soils'and Foundations 3

B. Containment and Other Safety-Related
'

Structures 2

C. Piping Systems and Supports 1

D. Safety-Related Components 2

.E. Support Systems NA

F. Electrical Power Supply and
Distribution 1

G. Instrumentation and Control Systems NA
.

6
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i' H. Licensing Activities 1

1. Corrective Action and Reporting 3 -

| J. Design Control 2

K. Material Control 3

L. Quality Assurance 2
,

M. Management Control 2

Twenty-six NRC inspections were conducted during this evaluation periodl-

involving a total of 1505 inspection hours.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

'

A. Soils and Foundations

1. Analysis

! This area was periodically examined by the NRC senior resident
inspector (SRI). Observation included placement and compaction.
No violations or deviations were reported during this period.
However, two violations have been subsequently identified which
relate to activities which were ongoing during the appraisal'

period. A violation of the standard test method of determining
the minimum density of backfill was identified. This deviation

)
' f rom the ASTM standard was implemented through the use of an

interoffice memo and was not reflected by a specification
change notice. The second violation related to the quality
control inspections of backfill operations. The procedure
required backfill monitoring on a daily basis. As a result of

this, only one inspecton form was generated each day. This
form was considered inadequate in that the specific locations
of the QC inspections could not be determined. This represents

a failure on the part of the licensee to rectify _ issues raised'
in the Show Cause Order concerning the adequacy of backfill
inspection.

2. Conclusions

The violations noted above are indicative of the need for
improvements in quality control attention and management
oversight in-this functional area. The licensee is considered
to be in performance Category 3 for this area.

.

3. Board Recommendation

a. Recommended NRC Action

The NRC inspection effort in this area should be increased
to assure implementation of corrective actions until
completion of all soil related work.-

c . .
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b. Recommended Licensee Action.

The licensee management attention and involvement should
be increased. The licensee's QA department should assure'

that m'odifications to procedures and specifications do not
cause deviation from commitments.

B. Containment and Other Safety-Related Structures

1. Analysis

Several inspections were performed in this functional area
during this period. Limited inspection was performed on the
Unit 1 containment building since it is essentially complete.
Inspections were performed on both containments and associated
safety-related buildings. One violation was identified during

these inspections related to free-form concrete placement on
Unit I containment dome. The underlying cause of the violation
was determined to be procedures which did not provide adequate
instructions or precautions for free-form concrete placements.
This was corrected by revising the placement procedure to

I incorporate a requirement for a pre placement conference prior
to any free-form or unusual concrete placement. The conferences
are conducted on the day prior to concrete placement, andy,
attendance is mandatory for all personnel involved with the
placement.

A significant number of concrete placements were observed by
the SRI for Unit I and 2 containments and associated buildings
during the assessment period. Generally, the concrete was well
batched and transported to the placement site without delay.
Placement was proper and vibration was performed in the
required manner.

2. Conclusion

Licensee management attention and involvement-in this
functional area are generally evident. Corrective actions for
identified problems are generally timely and ef fective.

The licensee is considered to be in performance category 2 in
' this area.

3. Board Recommendations

a. Recommended NRC Action

The NRC inspection effort in this area should be
maintained at the present level.*

,

*
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b. Recommended L'icensee Action
~

,

Licensee management oversight in this area should continue
at a level commensurate wit.h the tempo of construction
activities.

C. Piping Systems and Supports

1. Analysis

Approximately 5% of the safety-related piping had been installed
by the end of this reporting period. This limited both the
number and extent of the inspections performed in this area.
Although both large and small bore piping was installed in
Unit 1, the primary NRC inspection emphasis was on the
installation of the reactor coolant system (RCS) . loop piping.
No violations or deviations were identified during the NRC
inspections in this functional area.

2. Conclusions

'i Although there has oeen limited activity in this functional
area, there is consistent evidence of management attention and

; oversight. The resolution of issues has been timely and

thorough. The licensee is considered to be in performance
category 1 in this area.

3. Board Recommendations

a. Recommended NRC Action

Although a category 1 rating would normally permit a
reduction of'NRC inspection effort,.it is appropriate to
continue _or even increase the effort-in this important
functional area to be commensurate with the tempo of
construction activities.

.

b. Recommended Licensee Action

Although management attention to this area has been in
evidence, the increase in construction activities will
require a corresponding increase in oversight to assurc;
that the current' level of quality is maintained.

D. Safety-Related Components

1. Analysis

Inspections of safety-related components during this evaluation
period were primarily in the areas of storage and preservation

.
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of components and resolution of nonconformances related to the4

documentation and installation of previously installed
components. During the disposition of these nonconformances,-

,

,

specific items were identified relative to the levelness of the
reactor vessel and the vertical alignment of the steam

generators. These items are still being resolved.
,

2. Conclusion'

a

Licensee resources are adequate and managed effectively in this
functional area. Some safety-related components have been
moved from the warehouses to construction areas for temporary
or in place storage. Inspections and record review indicate

; that protective measures have been adequate and in accordance'

s

with the manufacturers' requirements. The licensee is considered,

to be in performance category 2 for the transportation,
installation, and preservation _of safety-related components.,

=3. Board Recommendations
'

Recommended NRC Actiona.

The NRC should continue the inspection effort at the.same

f, [' 1evel, focusing on inspection of piping and electrical
book-up completions. NRC effort should increase
commensurate with the increase of construction activities

: in this functional area.

b. Recommended Licensee Action

Management involvement and oversight in'this functional
area should remain' consistent with the level of
construction activity.'

E. Support Systems Including HVAC and Fire Protection.

Work in this functional area was not observed and no assessment was
.

made.-

F. Electrical Power Supply and-Distribution

11. Analysis

During the: assessment period, limited inspections of.this
functional area'were performed. They. included the
reinstallation of previously installed electrical cable trays,
tray supports, and' temporary installation of electrical. switch
gear and cabinets. 'No violations or~ deviations were identified
'during these inspections.*

*
,
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2. Conclusions*

Management involvement anc oversight in this functional area is
clearly evident. The licensee is considered to be in
performance category 1 in this functional area.

3. Board Recomraendations

a. Recommended NRC Action

NRC inspection activities in this area should be conducted
at a level commensurate with the scope of work.

b. Recommended Licensee Action

Management oversight and involvement in this functional
area should be commensurate with the level of electrical
systems installation activities.

G. Instrumentation and Control Systems

IWork in this functional area was not observed and no assessment was
.

made.
>

H. Licensing Activities

See Attachment A to this report.

I. Corrective Action and Reporting

1. Analysis

During the assessment period two violations and one deviation
were identified in area of corrective action. These are
identified in section V below (8320-02, 8322-01 and 8322-02). - -

The licensee has issued 40 Incident Review Committee actions
in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) during this assessment
period. Upon further review, it was determined that ten of
them were reportable. These are identified in Section V.b.2
below. Of the 40 potential reportable items, 25 were site
related and 15 were related to suppliers.

.

. The violations noted in this functional area related to the
accomplishment of corrective actions initiated as a result of
deficiencies which occurred under the previous contractor.
These indicate some weakness in tracking committed corrective

.
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actions. With regard to reporting, the NRC's review of the'
*

potentially reportable items confirmed the licensee's decisions
on reportability..

2. The licensee's reports are timely. However, they are generally
weak in stating the corrective actions that will be taken to
preclude repetition on supplier related items. The violations
indicated above indicate some weakness in management's oversight
of the corrective action program and the thoroughness of

resolution of identified issues.

The licensee is considered to be in performance catego,ry 3 in
this area.

3. Board Recommendations
;

a. Recommended NRC Actions

The NRC's inspection effort in this area shall be
increased. Particular focus should be placed on reviewing
the licensee's system for tracking correc,tive action,

b. Recommended Licensee Actions
I

Licensee management attention and oversight in this area
should be increased. Particular emphasis needs to be
placed on the process of evaluating the underlying causes for
potentially reportable deficiencies and formulation of
comprehensive corrective actions end the system for
trackirig these items to completion.

J. Design Control

1. Analysis
.

The design change program and design document control program
are reviewed as part of the NRC's routine inspection program.
.Ph) violations or deviations were noted in two functional area.
The licensee issued one stop-work order related to design
document control when it was discovered that e'drewing that was
not the latest revision was issued for field work. It was
determined that the increasing number of drawings sent from
engineering had caused a backlog in the reproduction department
and consequently a delay in reaching the field. Corrective
action for this item was. timely and thorough.

To provide additional control over the design process, the
licensee has developed an engineering assurance program to
evaluate specific engineering concerns..

.
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2. Conclusions
'

.

Management attention in this area is evident. Resolution of
issues are generally timely and. technically sound. Adequately
stated policies and procedures are in place to control the
design process, and routine audits are conducted to assure
compliance to these procedures. The licensee is considered to
be in performance category 2 in this functional area.

3. Board Recommendations

a. Recommended NRC Actions

The level of NRC effort in this functional area should
remain the same.

b. Recommended Licensee Actions

Management attention and oversight in this area should be
continued at the same level and should focus on assuring
that the designs are adequate and the design phange-
process is properly controlled. -

p K. Material Control

1. Analysis

The licensee and contractors have encountered numerous problems
with the material control system used by the previous
constructor. There has been an on going program to verify that'

the previously installed material and the material in' stock is
properly documented. This has been especially noted in the
area of embeds and anchor bolt material. Bechtel - bas recently
initiated a program for the identification of bulk material
(steel plate, structural shapes, etc.) using a paint color
code. This ' system of paint identification is based on the
end-use of the mate *ial and not the material grade and type.

One violation identified in Section V (8317-01) and one
self-imposed stopwork order have resulted from the material
identification and control problems encountered during this
report period. .

2. Conclusions
.

Management oversight and involvement in this_ area is apparent
but has not yet been able to address and correct some of the
problems that are evidenced by the violation discussed above.

*
.
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Instances have been identified where different materials were-

commingled under the control program of the previous
contractor. This is still an issue that is being resolved.
Although there have been improvements in this area, some
weaknesses still exist. The licensee is considered to be in
performance category 3 in this functional area.

3. Board Recommendations ,

a. Recommended NRC Action

NRJ inspection effort should be increased in the area of
material identification and control. This should include
review of-material verification at the time of receipt and
continue through the fabrication, erection, installation, and
use of the materials.

b. Recommended Licensee Action

Licensee management involvement in this functional area
should be increased until the existing problems are
resolved and measures are established to ensure the

. identification and control of all materials used in
h safety-related applications.

L. Quality Assurance

1. Analysis

The South Texas Project quality assurance program is described
in the quality assurance program description (QAPD) for the
licensee (HL&P), the architect-engineer Bechtel Power
Corporation (Bechtel), and the constructor Ebasco Services,
Inc. (Ebasco). The QAPD provides for three tier quality.

assurance / quality control coverage of site construction
activities. Principal quality assurance coverage of site
activities is provided by Bechtel. The licensee, in turn,
conducts numerous audits of Bechtel as well as independent
verification of Bechtel performance through audits of the

,

constructor and sub-contractors.

The licensee quality assurance department for onsite activities
is divided into two basic sections: construction and
operations. The construction QA section under the direction of
the acting project QA manager, consists of a supervisor for
each of six functional groups and a total of 23 QA specialists.
The operations QA section, under the direction of the operations
QA manager, consists of two sup.ervisors and three specialists.

*
*

.
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This section is relatively new and has not yet been fully.
.

staffed. The major responsibilities of these groups consist of
developing and administering the HL&P QA plan, monitoring and
evaluating the QA programs of the architect-engineer, and the
constructor, inspecting selected construction activities,
performing audits, reviewing procedures, and administering the
HL&P training and certification program.

The Bechtel project quality assurance program is directed by
the project quality assurance manager who is responsible for
assuring that quality assurance or quality control actions are
accomplished in accordance with the requirements of the
project. Functions in this area include, but are not limited
to, audits and surveillances of project quality-related
functions, reviews of supplier and contractor QA program
requirements, identification of problems, receipt inspection of
permanent plant material, maintenance and storage of plant
equipment in storage, reviewing quality documentation, and
reinspection of contractors completed work as deemed
necessary. A more thorough description is available in Bechtel
Topical Report BQ-TOP 1, Revision 3A.

The Ebasco quality assurance program is described in Ebasco
y Topical Report ETR-1001, Revision 11. Ebasco's onsite quality
' assurance organization is under the-direction of the quality

program site manager and is comprised of three basic
departments: quality assurance, quality control, and quality
records. The responsibilities of these groups' include the
receiving inspection of nonpermanent plant materials,
calibration of measuring and test equipment, reviews and audits
of site quality activities, audits of construction activities,
performance of nondestructive examinations, auditing of
suppliers, training of personnel, and generation storage, and
maintenance of quality records.

2. Conclusion

With respect to quality assurance at the South Texas Project,
it was concluded that satisfactory performance is being
achieved. In general, it was determined that the quality
control program of the constructor examines and records the
attributes necessary to verify that the construction is being
performed in accordance with the drawings, specifications,
and procedures as required. Observation of construction
activities, discussion with crafts and QA/QC inspectors and
review of records indicates that the quality control activities
are functioning as intended. Audits and surveillances are

,
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performed as required. Although the licensee does not approve.

all site procedures for subcontractors, the audit program

, provides a means for review of these procedures.

The licensee is considered to be in performance category 2 in
this functional area.

3. Board Recommendations

a. Recommended NRC Action

NRC inspection effort will continue at the present level.
Some areas will increase due to the increased construction
activity such as code related pipe welding. Increased
inspection activity may be required in some areas such as
material control to assure that programs implemented by
the licensee and contractor provide the desired results.

.

b. Recommended Licensee Action

The licensee's attention and oversight of the implementation
of the quality assurance program should continue as heretofore

,

demonstrated. The licensee should increase audit / surveillance
activities in areas where problems have been found in other
plants. Of particular interest, should be plants utilizing
the same design, the same suppliers, the same contractors,
or similar control systems. The licensee should also,
monitor closely the activities of the QC organization and
consider increasing the QC staff as the scope or complexity
of construction increases.

M. Management Control

1. Analysis

Licensee management oversight and involvement in safety-related
activities are not specifically inspected, however these
attributes are considered in each NRC inspection of the-

facility.

Senior licensee management officials spend a portion of each
week at the sites to follow activities. In addition, frequent

meetings are conducted with the project supervisors for each of
the principal contractors. During these visits senior HL&P
managers discuss site activities and NRC concerns with the NRC

.

O

9



.

> ..

*
:

I

14
, -

..

.
.

'

senior resident inspector. Senior management also conducts
frequent discussions with officials from other utilities to
assure that lessons learned from these sites are reviewed for
their applicability to STP.

'

i

2. Conclusion

Corporate management is generally involved in site activities
although some weaknesses have been noted. Reviews are usually
timely, thorough and technically sound. Responses to NRC
initiatives are generally timely.

The licensee is considered to be in performance category 2 in
this functional area.

3. Board Recommendations

-a. Recommended NRC Actio_ns

The NRC inspection effort in this functional area should
continue at the normal level as part of the routine
on going inspection program.

k b. Recommended Licensee Actions

Licensee management should continue to develop an agressive
attitude toward the oversight and control of all site
activities. This is especially important as construction
activities shift away from primarily civil and structural
work to primarily system and component installation.

V.. SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES

A. Violations

The NRC inspectors identified six violations and one deviation
during the assessment period.

These are listed below:

8302-01 Severity Level V Failure to Meet * Record Retention
Requirements

8311-01 Severity Level V Inadequate Procedures / Instructions

8317-01 Severity Level IV Failure to Maintain Identification
and Control of Materials

- .
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i* 8320-01 Severity Level V Failure to Meet Record Retention
Requirements

8322-01 Severity Level IV Failure to Preclude Repitition of a
Significant Condition Adverse to
Quality

8322-02 Severity Level IV Failure to Take Corrective Action

8320-02 Deviation Failure to Perform Committed
Hardness Tests on site

8. Licensee Report Data

1. Licensee Event Reports (LER)

(Not applicable)

2. Deficiency Reports

The licensee issued 10 reportable deficiency reports'during the
I assessment period.

*G12-135 LAPP Insulator Failures

*G12-136 Limit Switches for W EMD Gate Valves
.

*G12-144 ESF Load Center Transformers

*G12-145 W DS-416 Reactor Trip Switch Gear

G12-146 Reactor Containment Fan Cooler Design

G12-151 W Process Control and Protection System>

*G12-152 W Instrumentation

G12-153 ECW Pump Instrumentation

G12-168 Corrosion in SIS Weld

G12-170 RCB Mechanical Penetrations

* Supplier Related

3. Part 21 Reports

(None)
.

t
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C. Licensee Activities

Construction and design work proceede,d on a relatively routine basis
during this period. At the end of the assessment, the licensee

reported Unit I at 48% complete and Unit 2 at 22%.

D. Major Inspection Activities

None

!
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Facility Name:. South Texas Pro.iect

Applicant: Houston Lighting & Power Company

NRR Project Manager: Annette L. Vietti

1. INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the applicant,
Houston Lighting & Power Company, in the functional area of licensing
activities. It is intended to provide NRR's input to the SALP review
process as described in NRC Manual Chapter 0516. The review covers
the period December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983.

The basic approach used for this evaluation was to first select a number
of licensing issues which involved staff manpower. Comments were then
solicited from the staff reviewers. These reviewers applied the evaluation
criteria for the performance attributes based on their experience with
the applicant for the applicant's products. Finally, this information was

I assembled in a matrix which allowed an overall evaluation of the
applicant's performance. ,

For the December 1, 1982 to November 30, 1983 period, limited licensing
review actions were carried out with the applicant. Staff interactions
with applicant primarily involved information meetings at.the
applicant's request. Therefore, the NRR staff has commented on these
meetings and any submittals or telephone conferences resulting from the
meetings.

II. Summary of Results

NRC Manual Chapter 0516 specifies that each functional area evaluated will
be assigned a performance category based on a composite of a number of
attributes. The single final rating should be tempered with judgement
with respect to the significance of the individual elements.

Bases on this approach, the performance of custon lighting & Power Company
in the functional area - Licensing Activities - is rated Category 1.

III. Criteria

Evaluation criteria, as given in NRC Manual Chapter Appendix 0516, Table
1, were used for this evaluation.

.
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IV. Performance Analysis
,

The applicant's performance evaluation is based on a consideration of
seven attributes as given.in the NRC Manual Chapter. For all of the
licensing actions considered in this evaluation, only four of the
attributes were of' significance. The composite rating is based on the
following attributes:

A. Management involvement
B. Approach to resolution of technical issues
C. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
F. Staffing

There was no NRR evaluation basis for D) Enforcement History, E) Reportable
Events and G) Training, in the licensing review effort.

The evaluation was based on the following licensing activities:

1. Fire Protection ,
*

2. Elimination of Tornado Proof Roof on the

[ Isolation Valve Cubicle
- 3. Pipe Break.

4. Safe Shutdown
5. Engineering Assurance Program

_

6. Detailed Control Room Design Review (DCRDR)-

A. Management Involvement in Assuring Quality

Overall rating for this attribute is Category 1. As mentioned previously,
staff interactions with the applicant primarily involved information
meetings that the applicant requested. From these meetings it was' evident
that corporate management was involved in the approaches to resolving
technical issues from a safety standpoint. Management has shown significant-
interest in getting staff comments on HL&P proposals by initiating meetings
on the licensing activities evaluated. Significant management representation
was shown at the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR.

B. Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a Safety Standpoint

The overall rating for this criterion is Category 1. The applicant has'

demonstrated prior planning by their. willingness to take the initiative
in requesting meetings for' staff input and by providing the necessary

'information for staff review.: HL&P has, during this review period,
-increased activity in updating the F,inal Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
through several amendments. HL&P has played an active role in the
generic issue, leak before break, by making a plant specific submittal
to the staff early in the staff's review of the generic issue. HL&P

has initiated and formally submitted an Engineering Assurance Program

.
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for review, described as an ongoing independent review of the South
Texas Pro.iect design to confirm the adequacy of the engineering work
performed by HL&P and contractor personnel. This program is currently
under review by the staff. At the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR, HLAP
demonstrated a clear understanding of the issues and presented tecnnically
sound and thorough approaches to resolving problems.

C. Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

HL&P had taken the initiative in seeking NRC approval of licensing
activities 2, 3 and 5 and therefore were prompt in making formal
submittals and in responding to NRC requests for additional information.
Responsiveness to licensing activities 1 and 4 were considered not
applicable at this time since HL&P is not scheduled to submit this
information until mid 1984, after which, the staff will initiate their
review. The In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR indicated that the DCRDR is
being conducted in a timely and thorough manner. On day to day licensing
actions, the licensee has been prompt-and responsive to NRC inquiries.

'
.

.D. Enforcement History
;

7
' The enforcement history during this evaluation period did not involve

issues related to areas covered by licensing activities.

E. Reportable Events .

The reportable events during this evaluation period did not involve. issues
related to areas covered by the licensing activities.

F. Staffing

Category 1 is assigned based on involvement with the applicant's staff
at various meetings with the NRC. The licensee provided technically
competent representatives with the appropriate support people in
all the licensing activities evaluated.

G. Training

.The licensing actions related to safety issues covered by NRR did not
progress to the level to evaluate training.

V. Conclusion _

Based on the evaluation of Houston Lighting & Power Company's performance
for the' limited number of activities in the functional area of licensing,
an overall performance rating of Category 1 is determined.

*
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Staff activity has been minimal because of the early stage of the
licensing review for a plant with a schedul6 based on a December 1986
fuel load date. Except for the In-Progress Audit of the DCRDR, staff
contact and involvement with HL&P has been very slight, even on the
licensing activities evaluated. Therefore, the NRR SALP evaluation is
limited. However, for typical licensing activities such as meeting on
various technical issues, the licensee's performance has been rated-
Category 1.

'
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June 8, 1984 ..

- ' T ' " ','
ST-HL-AE.IIO5' ,

File No: G2.4
\}|)

Mr. John T. Collins .i -Regional Administrator, Region IV
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76012-

Dear Mr. Collins:

South Texas Project
Units 1 & 2

Docket Nos. STN 50-498, STN 50-499*

Coments on %LP Board Report
50-498/83-26, 50-499/83-26

The NRC Inspection and Enforcement report 50-498/83-26, 50-499/83-26
dated April 20, 1984 forwarded the Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Perfortnance (SALP) Board Report on the South Texas Project (STP), Units 1 and5

2 for the period December 1, 1982, through November 30, 1983. The SALP Board

Report was subsequently discussed in a public meeting at the STP site on May
10, 1984. At that meeting Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P) informed
Mr. Eric Johnson of your staff that we would be submitting coments on the
report.

The SALP Report itself, as well as the Staff's remarks at the May 10,
1984 meeting, indicate that HL&P has achieved a satisfactory or high level of
performance in the areas evaluated. There were a few functional areas
identified by the SALP Board, and discussed at the May 10 meeting, where
speci.fic attention to improvement is warranted. The attached coments
reflect HL&P's current activities relative to these areas. Our objective is
to achieve and maintain a high level of perfonnance with respect to all
aspects of the South Texas Project.

Should you have any questions concerning .this matter, please contact
Mr. Mark Wisenburg at (713) 922-2033.

.

Very truly yours.

W /
r.. .

Exec ive ce President
'

MRW/ mpg

Attachment: HL&P Coments on SALP Board Report for the South Texas Project
for the period December 1, 1982 through November 30, 1983
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Houston Lighting & Power Company
*

;,

Page 2
CC*

Darrell G. Eisenhut,. Director Brian E. Berwick, Esquire
Division of Licensing Assistant Attorney General for.

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation the State of Texas
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission P. O. Box 12548, Capitol Station
Washington, DC 20555 Austin, TX 78711

Victor Nerses, Project Manager Lanny Sinkin
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Citizens Concerned About Nuclear Power
7920' Norfolk Avenue 114 W. 7th, Suite 220
Bethesda, MD 20016 Austin, TX 78701

D.'P. Tomlinson Robert G. Perlis, Esquire
'

Resident Inspector / South Texas Project Hearing Attorney
c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission Office of the Executive Legal Director
P. O. Box 910 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Bay' City, TX 77414 Washington, DC 20555

M. D. Schwarz, Jr. , Es. quire Charles Bechhoefer, Esquire
Baker & Botts' Chairman, Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
One Shell Plaza U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Houston, TX 77002 Washington, DC 20555

J. R. Newman, Esquire Dr. James C. Lamb, III
Newman & Holtzinger, P.C. 313 Woodhaven Road

,

) 1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. Chapel Hill, NC 27514
'

Washington, DC 20036
Judge Ernest E. Hill

Director, Office of Inspection Hill Associates
,

and Enforcement 210 Montego Drive
U.S. Nuclear-Regulatory Comission Danville, CA 94526
Washington, DC' 20555

E. R. Brooks /R. L. Range William S. Jordan, III, Esquire
-

Central Power & Light Company Harmon & Weiss
P. O. Box 2121 1725 I Street, N.W.
Corpus Christi, TX 78403 Suite 506

Washington, DC 20006
H. L. Peterson/G. Pokorny
City of Austin Citizens for Equitable Utilities, Inc.

.

P. O. Box 1088 c/o Ms. Peggy Buchorn
Austin, TX 78767 Route 1, Box 1684

Brazoria, TX 77422
J.'B. Poston/A. vonRosenberg
City Public Service Board
P. O. Box 1771
San Antonio, TX 78296

.
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South Texas Project -

Units 1 & 2 -

HL&P Coments on SALP Board Report
' for the period December 1, 1982 throuah November 10, 1983

The following coments relating to those~ functional areas where the
South Texas Project (STP) was assigned a Category 3 rating by the SALP Board
are submitted in order to provide a more complete record of the completed and
in-process actions taken by HL&P. HL&P has made substantial noticeable
program improvements addressing both the specific aspects and broader
implications of the SALP Report. We believe that inclusion of these coments
will assist in placing these ratings in a more complete context. This is
particularly important in view of the time that has passed since the end of-

the SALP evaluation period.

Soils and Foundations

The SALP Board's evaluation in this area was based upon two items
identified subsequent to the appraisal period but which related to activities
conducted during the appraisal period. The first, which was the subject of
I&E Notice of Violation 83-24, involved a deviation from the standard test
method for determining the minimum density of backfill that had been
authorized by an interoffice memorandum rather than a specification change
notice. Although the SALP Report identifies the second item as a violation,
HL&P has not received notice of a second violation relating to the soils and

! foundations area. The SALP Repor.t, however, is apparently referring to
Unresolved Item 83-24-01 in Inspection Report 83-24.

In HL&P's March 23, 1984 response to I&E Notice of Violation 83-24, we
described comprehensive corrective actions addressing the specific violation,
as well as measures to eliminate the root cause of the violation: failure of
our A/E to follow design change procedures. Those corrective actions included
the issuance and dispositioning of an NCR to address the backfill potentially
affected by the nonconformance, and an investigation to determine if informal
correspondence was utilized in other instances to modify design documents.

In addition, in our response we informed the NRC that HL&P management had
ordered a full programatic audit of the soils program. This audit included a
review of licensing and criteria documents, specifications, testing
procedures, test data results and quality control procedures. The audit )

covered Bechtel, Ebasco, and Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory activities related
to backfill'. A complete report of the audit findings, corrective actions'and .

recurrence control was submitted to NRC-Region IV.on May 25, 1984. Although
the audit identif.ied some inconsistencies between the FSAR and project
specifications and procedures and instances of deviations from approved
procedures and ASTM standards, there were no indications that the technical
adequacy of safety-related backfill had been compromised and no findings which
were reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e). Comprehensive corrective actions
have already been implemented as described in the report submitted to Region
IV.

. .
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Unresolved Item 83-24-01 was related to quality control inspections of
-backfill operatiohs. We have discussed this issue at length with Region IV
inspectors. We believe that although site procedures could have been more

. , ~
explicit, QC inspections of backfill operations have been and are being

~

performed in accordance with applicable requirements. Furthermore, our

_ procedures have been revised to minimize the opportunity for misinterpre-
tation. If, as we understand, the NRC intends to recategorize this item as a
violation, documentation of the foregoing information will be included in
HL&P's response.

Thus, although we are confident that the in-place backfill meets all
- applicable requirements, HL&P has undertaken substantial improvement measures

to address the issues identified'by the NRC as well as by HL&P in this area.
.

Corrective Action and Reporting

The SALP Board's_ evaluation in this area was based upon I&E Notice of
Deviation 83-20-02 and I&E Notices of Violation 83-22-01 and 83-22-02, which-

related to corrective actions associated with nonconforming threads on, and
comingling of material for, Brown & Root field-fabricated anchor bolts. .

HL&P's February 21, 1984, response to the foregoing provided a sumary of the
results of Bechtel's " Technical Evaluation of Anchor Bolts and Embed Rods,"
dealing with the implications of the B&R material mix-up and thread
deficiencies. Although a number of nonconfonnances related to both of these
concerns were confinned, the evaluation program demonstrated that there had -

been no compromise of plant safety.p
HL&P subsequently submitted the detailed technical evaluation report on

March 30, 1984. In that submittal we identified a program that would demon-
strate that the broader implications of the site-fabricated anchor bolt thread
deficiencies and material mix-up have been resolved. On April 30, 1984, HL&P-
submitted to Region IV a detailed description ^of this Phase II program and
committed to submit a comprehensive report upon its completion on July 27,

~

1984. HL&P anticipates that the report will further demonstrate that the
identified thread deficiencies and material mix-up will not compromise pl. ant;
safety.

.

Material Control

The SALP Board based its evaluation in this area upon " numerous problems-

withi he material control system used by the previous constructor." , Althought<

HL&P believes that:the material control program in effect at STP during the
SALP. evaluation period provided adequate control of safety-related materials,-
in our February 21, _1984. response to .IE Notice of Violation 83-22-01, HL&P
described a' number of important improvements to the-program._ These were
implemented on May 21, 1984. They were initiated in' view of the importance of
identifying remedial actions to address the broader implications of material

.

control problems''under our former contractor, and to provide additional

,
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controls to effectively guard against fraudulent or defective materials being
shipped to STP by suppliers. .

.

Although the SALP. Board Report refers to "recent" Bechtel changes to the
STP material control program in a discussion of the paint color code, these
changes were initiated in August, 1983. The more recent improvements in the
material control were implemented May 21, 1984.
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