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- Rer  In the Matrer of Texas Utilities Electric Company, et al
(Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units | ang 2)
- Docket Nos. 50-445-1 and 30-446-|
Suppiementation of Applicants' Response to CASE's Reques:
for Production

Dear Administrative Juuges:

This is 1 notify you and all parties to the above dockets that Applicants have
identifled a document which we balisve to be within the scope of item 10 of
CASE's Interrogatories and Requests 10 Produce dated July 7, 1980, as clariiied on
August &, 1935, Applicants submitted their response to item 10 on Septémber §,
1980 and supplumentad thair response by letters dated Decernber 23, 1980, March
3, 1952, and Apri 19, 1982, The document, a copy of which i3 enclosed with *his
letter, is a "sport prepared in May of 1978 by Management Analysis Company
(MAC) {ollowing & management review and audit of the quality assurance program
of the Comarcne Peak Prajact. o)
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Admunistrative Judges
May 29, 1985
Page Two

Recently, in gathering data for a prudence audit being performed for TUEC,
a search was made by TUGCO personnel of inactive and closed corporate files
located in TUGCO's Dallas office. In the course of such search, the enclqsed
report was found. A memorandum dated July ll, 1978, which details TUGCO
resolutions to the findings and recommendations made by MAC, is also enclosed.

TUGCO management is evaluating the failure to produce this document at an
earlier time and will advise the Board and parties of the results of this evaluation
in the near future. -

Respectfully submitted

”
AR
Robert A. Wooldridge .V\

Counsel for Applicants
RAW/klw
Enclosures

cc: Service List
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Management Analysis Company

11100 Roseile St.. San Diego. CA 92121
T714/452-1301

May 17, 1978
MAC-JPJ-4T1

Mr. Perry Brittain

President

Texas Utilities Generating Company .
2007 Bryanm Tower -

Sallas, TX 75201

Dear Mr. Brittain:

Enclosed is the report of the Management Qualfty Assurance Audis conducted
for Texas Utilities Generating Company.

The audit disclosed that, in general, the Quality Assurance activities were

- — effective, that there is good team spirit between TUGCO/TUSI personnel and

the Architect/Engineer and the Constructor. The audit resylted in the
identification of some failures to comply with regulatary requirements, the
Quality Assurance PTan or the PSAR. These deficiencies are identified in

an Audit Report as Appendix A. The audit aTso identified areas of potenti ally
fmproved practice. These are {dentified as Observations and Recommendations
and Appendix B to this Tetter. As you know, MAC participated im am audit of
the Comanche Peak site and significant improvement ts noted since that augit.

Management Analysis Company recefved full cocperation from alT personnel con-

' tacted during the audit, TUGCO/TUSI, Brown & Reot, and Gibbs & HiT1T. Thes, !
general openness of personnel and their frank discussion not enly enhanced
the conduct of the audit, but exemplifies an attitude conducive ta correction
of any deficiencies.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to Texas Utilities Generating
Company and Texas Utilities Services, Inc. and hope ta do so in the future,
[f there are any comments or questions regarding this werk, please contact
Mr. J. M. Norris or me at (714) 452-13ST.

Stnea iy, ¥ 4

~ John P. Jacksen
Principal Partner

JPJ:bew
Enclosures: Appendix A
Appendix B
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AUDIT REPORT
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Subject:

Date of Audit:

Audit Scope:

Ayditors:

Personne!
Centacted o
Interviewed:

AUDIT REPORT

Audit of Texas Utilities Generating Company, Dallas Offices
anc Comanche Peak Steam ETectric Station Construction Site

May 1-12, 1578 B

A management audit was conducted of the Quality Assurance
Program of Texas Utilities Generati ng Company during the
weeks of May T anc May 8, 1978. The purpese of the audit

wWas t3 detarmine the adequacy of the QuaTity Assurance
Program as related to Nuclear Regulatory Commission require-
ments anc the effectiveness of implementation t2 Mmeet program
requirements an¢ authority delegations. Activities were
auditad at bothr the TUGLT offices in CaTTlas and at the
Camanche Peak construction site. Activities of the Architecs/
Engineer and Constructor were audited only at the construction
site. The scope of the audés incTuded commitments made in

the PSAR, the Car"pcntc QuaTity Assurance Manual, the Comanche
Pezic Quality Assurance PTan, the Project Procedurss Manual

and the Brown & Root QuaTfty Assurance Manuals and Procedures
relatec t2 the Comanche Peak site.

O2llas office, May T-3, 1973
J. P. Jacksom, MAC Audit Team Leader
J. M. Norris, MAC Auditor
Comanche Peak Construction Stte, May & & 5, May 3-72, 1978
J. P. Jackson, MAC Audit Team Leader
J. M. Norris, MAC Auditor
J. A. Hendrom, MAC Auditar (May 8-T2 onTly)

N coeany  mme .

0. N. Chapmanm TUGCS QA Manager, *-1.2

R. G. Taolsen TUGCQ Mgr, Site Surveillance, *-1.2
R. ¥. Fleck TUGCD/ G&s Civ. Inspec. Supv., *.!

J. V. Hawkins TUGCO/Gax Prod. Assurance (QA), *-!

fnac
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Personnel
Contacted or
Interviewed:

NE oMY TImE

J. B. George TUSI Proj. General Mgr., *-1-2

J. T. Merrit TUuSI Resident Manager, *-1

E. G. Gibson - TUSI Project Engineer, *-1.2

8. J. Murray TusI Engineering Supv., *-1

J. J. Moorhead G&H Resident Engineer, *-1.2

B. C. Scott B&R Site QA Manager, *.]

J. P. Clarke B&R Site QC Manager, »-} o

R. Mann . B&R QA Records Coordinator, *

H. C. KfrkTand B&R Prej. General Mgr, w.7

U. D. Douglas " B&R Profect Manager, *.]

0. G Frankum B&R Asst. Project Mgr., *.i

P. Foscsle B4R Pred. Chief Engineer, w7

L. Hancock B&R Mat'l Procurement, Con-
struction Branch, *-1

A. Boren TUGRD Vender Compliance, *

A. Yega | TUGCS QA Central Staff Function, *-1-

C. Begss TUGCS Systems CompTfance, *-T-2

R. Gary TUGCO V.P.. Operations, *.]

L. Fiker Tust V.P., Design & Procuremens, -

P. Brittain TUGCO/TUSI President, 1

Interview

-
T Pre-audit meeting
Z Post audit meeting

Audit Method:

Summary:

The aucit was conducted through 2 series of interviews with
responsible management and supervision and examination of
QuaTity Assurance manuals, procedures, recsrds and work
operations both at the Dallas headquarters of Texas UtiTisias
Senerating Company and Texas Utilities Services, Incorporated
anc at the Comanche Peak construction site.

The aucit disclosed that recant changes in aut.’:drf:y dele-
gations had been generally welT accepted and that mcrale

frac
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O Summary (Cont'd): and team spirde were good. However, the changes had not

l Yyet been formalized in revisions to the PSAR and the
Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Plan. The audit alse

l disclosed that present practices in the contral of design

| changes and of certain nonconformances do not provide the

[ | requisite Tevel of review by the original designer. 1In
other instances it was evident that design changes were
being used in Tiey of monconformance reports. Except for
the areas noted herein and below, thers was generally good
acdherence %o existing procadures.

Findings: T. The current activities of TUGCO Quality Assurance per-
sonnel are not conststent with the authority delegations
- t2 Srown & Root and to Gibbs & HI1T as defined in the
: PSAR and Comanche Peak QuaTity Assurance Plan.

SimilarTy, the Quality Assurance Plam and Procedures are
NGt consistent with current and pTanned revisions in
authorfty delegations to the Architect/Engineer and the
Constructor, and fs not compiete in addressing all
eignteen criteria of 10CFRS0 Appendix 8. _'l:hc lack of a
well fdentified plan of recrganization and responsibility
Causes uncertainty in carrying out some activi ties.

There needs o be 2 plan for revising the Quality Assur-
ance Program; such 2 slan should include the establishment
of an architecture of procedures to show how other TusI/
TUGCD and contractor mnuals inter-relate with the Quality
Assurance Manual. The TUGCD QA Manager should establish

& schedule and assign responsibilities for complietion of
the necessary procedures. The schedule shoyld be supple-
mented with 2 management effort ¢ monitor acherence to
the plam and achievement of the schedule, '

C Z. The current site OC DOA System of after the fact coordi-
natiom of destgn changes with the original designer

foc




Findings:
(Cont'd)
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provides a significant risk of design error and does
nct meet the requirements of T0CFRSQ Appendix B, nor
of ANSI N45.2.1T, "Quality Assurance Requirements for
the Design of Nuclear Power Plants®.

A system for expediting and documenting Gidos & Hill
home office approvals should be established using
telephone, teleccpier or telex as a means of speeding
communication. o

The Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Plan does not provide
for & Quality Assurance review of procurement documents
and changes thereto prior to purchase order placemert,
except for site originated procurements. Such a review
ts fdentified fm 10CFRST Appendix 8, Criterion IV and

fs @ requirement of ANST N45.2.12. I+ should be required
on 21T safety related procursments.

The current comrination of Chapter 17 of the PSAR, the
TUGEZ Corporate Quality Assurance Manual, the Comanche
Peak QuaTity Assurance Plan, Project Procedures ang
Browm & Root Manuals and Procedurss provides a complex
array of procedures which is difficult to maintain
current anc consistent.

The currin: system of providing inspection instruc=ions
Or checklists tz fnspectors is too generic, placing an
undue burdem on the fnspector in attemps: ng to detarmine
acplicable drawings and speci®icasiens and applicable
revisions thereto. A review of records of concrete
pours incicates that configuration reflecting the as-
poured condition fs not clearly defined. AppTicable

OC DDAs are not noted in nspection documentation.
Configuration needs to be clearly identified to
inspectors on & current basis, including all applicatle

foe -




D Findings:
(Cont'd)

8.

OC DDAs and completed documentation must reflect the
status of the applicabTe changes.

Special Processing markings for later in-service
inspections are carelessly anpiied. The circle and
arrow used for such marxing is sometimes incomplete
and not recognizable for its intended purpcse. In one
instance only a portion of the circle resembling the
Tetter “C* was discernible. Failure to properly

mark these Tocators now will cause delay and pessible
error when in-service inspections are made fn highly
frradfated areas.

Bisposftion of nonconforming {tams does not 2lways
achieve the requisfte review by appropriatel y Qqualified
desigm personnel. A procedure, Timited to defects in
@ncrete, was recently fssued.wirich bypasses the estab-
Tished nonconformance contral system and, thus. viclates
regulatory requirements im this regard. In other
fnstances, the OC DOA program has beer used to bypass
the nonconformance reper ting system. The nonconformance
control system should be the means for maintaining in=-
spector intagrity, identifying problem areas anc provide
& driving force for their correction.

The records storage facility does not currently have any
means of frternal fire protection during hours it is
unmanned,. although it is understood some method is
planned. Quality Assurance records, such as perscnne]
quaTifications, are not maintained in the Records Canter,
but are mafntained in fireproof file cabiness in a trailer
under the cognizance of Browr & Root training coordinator.

Approximately twenty-four percent of Central Staf¥ audiss
have not been conducted as scheduTed. Combining Central
Staff audits, site audits and site surveillance activities

froc



+ TUGCO AUDIT REPORT

Findings:
(Cont'd)

by TUGCD an¢ by Brown & Root into a single, cohesive
program would provide improved visibility to the overall
2udit and surveilTance effort and permit evaluation and
ajustment to the audit schedule to attainable and yet
effective frequencies. -
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APPENDIX B

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY
OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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TUGCD AUSIT
CESERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CRGANIZATION
General

TUGCD Quality Assurance has undergene considerale recrganization in the
PAST year. The general thrust of shis effort has been the assumption of
greater direct invcivement in the Tanagement anc supervision of the
Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Program. It is to be noted thas importane
$hiFis in responsiZility were Deing mace as the time of MAC'S review. '

AS & part of this assessmens, MAC evaiuatec the reacticns of key zanagers,
supervisors and fnspectors = the overal] changes that have taken place
o date. I

It ws generally observed thas those interviewed thougms thas wish few
excaotions the changes were for the betier. There appeared 22 be 2 tsam
effors on the part of Q4 an¢ Construction with excellens TUST executive
fan2gement and project manzgements SUpperT of the QA srogram.  Thers was
ne noticeatle prodlem wish organizational prejudice Srought about by the
ermnizational intermixing of TUST, Brown & Roct or Gisos § HeTI work
forces and sudervision.

Orcanization

Jring the course of the augit MAC discussec the value ¥ 2 revisec
er3anizational structure with the TUGCY Qualizy Zssurance Manager ang
the Manager, Sits Surveillance.

It is recommendec shat TUGCD 2¢opt am grganizasiona)l re2] icnment of
activities as set faren in Exnittt 7, whereny QuaTity Engineering ana
Inspection report to the Site U& Supervisor as twe sesarate sub-
crzanizational entities with responsidiTities as defined in Exninis 1.
Such an organization will bester suppliement the sxisting Construcsion
organization and will permis better ersanization for nandTing day-to-cay
site prodiems as we!) as impiementing recommencasions oF this repors.
This ts particularly sc in the ares o inspection planning.
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Quality Surveillance Committee =
ATT minutes of meetings of the QSC since its fnception were reviewed. / L,r(

It s noted that the 0QSC was established as a mechanism for providing L__/

top TUGCD management with a periodic update on such matters as "schedules

and miTestones” or “audits and corrective actions”. "o Du’
”

It was noted that recent tings dealt with tracking on the statyus of .
action ftems as set forth in the Qutstanding Surevillance Report Items »
or the Quality Assurance Items of Concern Repore. Iq sSuch instances i¢ ":}.
dppearec the Quality Survetllance Committee was taking on the role of a

task force or problem solving group. The prodiem that exists {f the QsC
assumes such 2 role s that problems would tend to await the three month
meeting cycle before the Necessary management attention is effected.

It is recommended that TUGRD re-evaluate the charter of the QSC and serious
consideration given as to its \mue te the project recognizing thas:

T. AT actionm ¢2 resolve problems shoyld be handled on a day-to-day basis
through the functioning organization, and

2. The primary objective of maintaining management awareness of Quaf%ty
Assurance status might be accomplished more efficiently, effectively
and on a2 more timely basis through a monthly Quality Assurance
Progress report distributed to the TUGCO/TUSI executives.

ggaT'f ficatiom of Personne!

MAC reviewed the qualifications of all TUGCO/TUSI and Gikbs & Hill

Quality Assurance personnel and many of the Brown & Root personnel. Is
Was observed that most of the TUGCO/TUSI Quality Assurance personne! have
gained their Quality Assurance experience through Comanche Peak activicies
only. Although the project has provided valuable experience, it is rec-
cmmended that any future assignments in Quality Assurance be #41led with
Quality engineers hired from cutside the company with broad nuclear ex-
perience, preferably in construction. Such experience added to the
existing staff will serve TUGCO/TUSI well {n accomplishing the imporsant

fnoc
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piping, electrical and startup activities ahead.

MAC had occasfon throughout the audit to assess the qualificasions and
experience of 20-30 tnspectors throughout the construction site. These
observaticns are worth mentioning: L:TP;

1. The inspectors are generally young and inexperienced with many having
as little as six months experience in inspection.

v-

-

2. There was ar obvious nee¢ for more seascned fnspectcrs o work with /
the novice inspecicrs om 2 day-ts-day basis. e

3. Toc much responsibiTity fs placed on the inspectors with ressecs o2
pregaratior of inspection planning, resclution of site problems and
determination of the design configuration base for performance o*
{nspections.

QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM

The Quality Assurance Program is defined in three basic documents:

¢ N

The Corperate Quality Assurance Manua)
Chapter 17 of the PSAR By
The Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Plan

\"5\%

These documents are not im total agreement with one ancther. Since there
is ng other nuclear plant currently planned and since the authority dele-
gations identified in the Corporate Manual 2re nct in conssnance wish
sractices on Comanche Peak, TUGCT should consider afscontinuance of the
Corperate Manual unless there are other projects to wnich §t ig o2 he
azpliec. If a Corporate Manual s required at 2 later cate, & new one
could be prepared based or Comanche Peak experience and the recuirsments
of any new projects o which ft would be applied.

The Comancne Peak Qualfty Assurance Plan addresses cnly the el | Towing
criteria of the eignteen identified in TOCFRSO Appendix 8.

fioc
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Organization

Desigm Contrel

Procurement Administration

Inspection

Nonconfermance Contral

Document Control

Records

Audits S : o

with the expanded responsibilities of the TUSCD QuaTity Assurance Depart-
ment, the plan needs to be expanded to address all eighteen critaria to
reflect the creatfon and functions of the Procurement Department and to
be consistent with the authorfty deTegations and functions sti11 resting
with Gibbs & HiTT and with Brown & Root.

There needs to be 2 plan for procedural fdentification and development

and & schedule and assigned responsibilities for thefr completi on, including
& complete architecture of Quct'fty Assurance procedures, project procedures
anc interfacing procedures of the Architact/Engineer anc Constructor. The
effort sheuTd be t= mimimize the number of procedures required and t2
eliminate dupTfcating or overlapping procedures through consclidation of
det2fT and joint approvals of the’organ'(zation: fnvolved. It is recommended
that the QuaTity Assurance Manager use his organization as the driving

force to achieve required procedural coverage om schedule.

[t was noted that TUGCD fs planning on obtaining fts own Code manual.

The stated reasor for this was the fear that Browr § Root would not achieve
Code acceptance. The auditors feel that the Browm & Root manual would be
acceptable to the Code Survey Team ang that its weld practices as exemsli-
fied in the Weld Shop are Veiy aClepiatie. The auditors are of the

opinfon that obtaining a Code Stamp will be di#ficule where 211 the werk

of {mpTementing the program {s performed by others.

DESIGN CONTROL

The present system of expediting field changes by referring design changes
t3 the orfginal desigm organization for approval afier the fact does not

fac |
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meet the intent of 10CFRSQ Appendix B ner of ANSI N&S.2.11, which regquire 4
that field changes be subject to design controls commensurate with those ':g
exercised on the original design. TUGLD audits have already disclosed

that the Archfuc:/‘:'ngineer’has NOt been reviewing field originated changes

On @ concurrent basis, thus the design engineer’s comments may be received Qj’
after the specific construction work is complete resulting in possible

less of design integrity, undue pressure on the designer %o Justify what
has been done, loss of designer respensibiTicy or pessible extensive
repafrs. It is recommended that z system for expediting review and
agproval by the original designer be establfshed on all safety relatee

shanges using teTephone, telecopier or telex as necassary toc coordinate
and document change approvals.

PROCUREMENT DOCUMENT CONTROL

Except for site procurements, the Comanche Peak Quality Assurance Planm

. does net provide for a review of procuremens documents and their changes

prior to placing & purchase order. This s contrary to requirsments o
TOCFRSC Appendix g, Criterfon IV and ANST N45.2.73, "Quality Assurance
Recuirements for Contral of Procurement.....=~. There is a review of pro-
Curement documents by Quality Assurance during Design Review, but 1s was
ascertained that this was 2 review ¢f the drawings and specifications
and not the purchase order or contrace.

Procurement document review by Quality Assurance should assure thas al7
necessary requirements for access tC the supplier's facilities are provigec
anc that necessary controls and documentatiaor have been specified ana

that the appropriate configuration has been defined. The review should
2150 assure thas requirements imposed are appropriate to the procurement
and that there are no excessive requirements for quality program develop-
ment or for the delivery of unnecessary documentation. Same of the pro-
curemnt packages reviewed acpearsd tc have beth blanket requirements for
Ouaﬂty Assﬂnnce programs and excessive requirements for documentasion.

fnoe



S
IO

v.
A.

INSTRUCTIONS

Inspection Planning
The current system of providing fnspection instructions or checklists to

the inspectors is too generic in nature. In the case of concrete inspection
planning the inspector fills out a simple pour card with an attached
Concrete Placement Checklist, a Reinforcing Steel, Electrical, Mechanical
anc Embedded Item Placement Checklist and a Stainless Steel Liner Checklist,
the comtination of which: : o -

-

Provides no in.‘cmtion”wi th respect to unique, embecments or
penetrations to be {ncorporated in the pour.

J—

PTaces an undue burdem on the fnspector n atteinptfné- to determine
appTicable drawings, specifications, applicable revisions and
applicable OC DDA's. Much of this fnput should be provided by
clerical support undar the direction and subsequent approval of

& quality engineer. : (FJ‘

g

C.w

Inspectors estimated that 45.70% of their time is spent on docu-

mentation rather than physical inspection activity. Well thought
out planning could do much to alleviate this sttuation.

Traceability
[t was observed that Comanche Peak has establfshed a program of

unnecassary material traceab{lity which,tased on one estimate, consumes
at Teast 2 three-man Tavel of effort and perhaps as high as 2 six man
level of effort if one considers a1l the suppert functions required to
implement the program. ATT anchor bolts and 8 series cadwelds are

fully traceable to heat numbers such that through an elaborate and
extensive system of mapping all installations, the capability exists

of fdentifying each embedded ancher bolt, B serfes cadwelds and other
standard embeds to its heat number. There exfsts no such NRC or
industry requirement for this degree of traceability. It is inter-
esting to note that rebar does not require traceability on Comanche Peak
(and shouTdn't), MAC knows of ne other project that imposes this require-

fac
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ment and could not fdentify a Comanche Peak specification or procedure
requiring ft. Accordingly, 1t s recommended that this practice be
dropped immediately. Such a move would enhance inspector morale as
those fnvolved are aware thas the practice serves no usefy] purpose.

Procedure Simplification A

Newly established procedural systems are such that Construction and

-Quality Assurance issue procedures on similar Subject matter jointly,

for example, the recently issued procedure on shop travelers was
JointTy prepared by Construction and Quality Assurance. It is recom-
mended that important procedures such as thase related to concrete be
revised and fssued as z si ngle procedure approved by Construction and
Quality Assurance. Similarly, those procedures related =3 piping an?
electrical should be revised and JointTy issued as 2 single Comanche
Peak procedure.

Procadures Independent of Houston

The present system of obtaining Brown & Root, Houston cffice approval
on construction procedures should be modified. Guidelines should be \L}“‘
worked out with the Houston office whereby they approve only top Jevel f
Procecures, permitting the site full flexibility in revising detailed a,.-

Al

sfte procadures. Perhaps the Brown & Root, Houston office could retain //
approval authority on those top Tevel documents that estanlish Srown &

Root pelicy, control the necassary type cf forms, etc. However

detailed operating procedures should be changed with site approval onTy,

Perhags the Houston office would agree %3 2 retroactive review procedurs.
Configuration ControT | L?/
A review of records for completed concrete pours indicates that the V \\
configuration reflecting the as-poured condition is not properly

defined. It was noted that the inspectors record the particuylar drawing y
number and reyvision Tetter, however, all appiicable OC DDAs are not

noted anywhere in the inspection supporting documentation. L’

foc
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Preclanning of Construction Work

In discussions with construction management personmel it was indicated
that 2 new scheme of construction planning is being developed. This

new scheme provides for a detailed material taksoff on all Gibbs & Hill
drawings which provides detailed instructions to the crafts as to-the
civil, mechanical and electrical ftems to be included in each segment

of work. This formalized approach of taking material takeoffs in the
office and praviding this information to the field forces on an approved
material takeoff Tist will do much to imprave the quality of the work.
Since the material takeoff is a formal process accomplished by constructiom
engineers well in advance of the work, it provides a significant measure
of preplanning, incTuding the processi ng of necessary design changes ta
accomplish the work. Such an effort will do much to minimize field errors
with respect to Teft out embedments or inability to complete work as a
result of design errors. It is recommended, however that this effort be
formalized intc 2 Comanche Peak site procedure. As such, it will be
recognized as part of the system and will de much to assure that Gibbs &

HI1T drawings are forwarded ta the site on a timely basis to accomplish
this preplanning effaors.

DOCUMENT CONTROL

While thers appeared to be some problems with bringing the Ay tic
Records Management System on Tine, the manual system backing it up
appeared to be functioning satfsfactorily. The auditors found no
deficiencies in document contral.

CONTROL OF PURCHASED MATERIAL, EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES

The QuaTity Assurance PTan is not up ta date in regard to TUGCO's
responsib{Tities for procurement, source eval uation and source sur-
veiTTance. TUGCO has developed a program for rating supplier perform-
ance and shows evicence of actions when reatings are unsatisfactory.

The 1ist of suppliers requiring evaluation and source surveillance is
ot kept up to date by the Architect/Engineer. The 1ist in use is over

fcc
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four months old, but is mintained manually by the TUGCO Supervisor of
Supplier Compliance.

There does not appear to Se any method of assuring that the latest con-
figuration is supplied to the personnel performing source 1nspe¢t_'lon

prior to shipment of procured items. The source inspector appears to

be at the mercy of the supplier in determining what changes have been
fdentified and incorporated. Thus, 1t fs conceivable that items will be —
shipped to the site that do not meet the desired :anffgﬁration‘ even

though requirements of the purchasing document have been met. Such

receipts can cause delays and unwarranted costs in meeting the proper
configuration.

It is recommended that a practice be established of identifying and
confirming required configuration prior to procurement and prior to
shipment of purchased materfals and components.

IDENTIFICATION AND' CONTROL OF MATERTALS, PARTS AND COMPONENTS

No deficiency noted. Materiar reviewed in the warehouse, in open
storage and in the weld shop appeared to be adequately fdenttfied.
B
SPECIAL PROCESSES

Rad¢ ograghy

Irfdium 152 {s being usec as the radiation source for al} radiography W
at the site. This isotope has tts optimum capability at about 1.5 fnch

thickness of steel and is not recommended by the Code below .75 inches. y}l

It is permitted for Tesser tricknesses when the yse of cther radiation

sources is not practical and when resclution of the outline and 47 hole d
Size of the penetrameter can be demonstrated. The energy levels of \’(
fridium {sotopes are higher thar optimum for materials .375 inches or

thinner, resulting in a flat image and Tack of contrast. Gecause exposure

time relates to distance, the isotope is nermally placed against the pipe
cpposite the f{lm. With 2 .10Q ‘nen Sourte size, this causes dlurring

of the tmage. Lack of contrast and 2 blurred image makes i+ unTikely

fmoc
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that hairline cracks will be seen and difficult ¢ts

«10-

accurately define

large indications. The use of iridium 192 meats the minimum requirements
cf the Code, but by not providing optimum fdenttfication of observed

anomclies it does three undesirable things. First
removal and repair of indfcations that can be seen

it causes unnecessary
but not properly

fdentified; secondly, it masks narrow cracks, tight Tack of weld pene~

tration and non-fusion which can be detrimental to

service life; thirdly,

1t does not provide anm adegquate base line for 1n-serv1cg_ inspections —

performed after the plant has gone intc operation.
identification of the original indications at that

FaiTure to have clear
peint cam cause delays,

the cost of which greatly exceeds the cost of providing better fdentifi-
catforn and necessary repafr of defects found in the nstruction phase.

Recommendation - It is recommended that TUGCD requi

re x-ray for shop welds,

and consider ts use where practical for construction welds. Xeray
machines in the range of thirty pounds of weicht are avaflable and are

nearly as portable as the isotope. Because of fts
size and variable veltage, x-ray can gtve superior
feedback of information TS welders can improve the

smaTTer focal spot
racdiography. The
quaTity of welds and

minfmize the petential for defects. The abiTity to dfscriminate between
indicatiens having roundness or sharpness at the ends can eliminate repair.
The ability to positively identi®y in the construction phase those indi-

cations which have a potential for growth and faily
repair without radiation hazards that are tnherens
operating phase.

HtTd*lng

Fe can permit economica)
if founcd Tater in the

NG causes for concemn and no procadural noncompTfances were found im

review of the weld shop. There seemad-tg be 2 gene

ral opiniom thas

after radiography repairs are being required that are acceptable within

the Code. A review of a smell quantity of rejected

radiographs may be reviewed Dy as many as #ive individuals. Such ex-

film indicates this
generaTization may be valid. It was disclosed during the audit that \}S’A

cassive raview leads to supercritical evaluaticn of film angd to excessive
repafr. As previcusly stated, petter radifography permits better

fcc
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fdentification of conditions acceptable within the Code.

Unnecessary
repairs increase cost and reduce pipe reliability.

Recommendations - Have n&iomphs which have been rejected for defects
reviewed by TUGCD Level III radiographer. If a reascnable statistical
sample shows that excessive repair of welds has been required, establish

the policy that Code acceptahle indicaticns shall remain untouched, but
shall be recorded on the repores. . :

As am economy, consider reducing the number of persons performing
sequential review of radfographs.

e NOE Qualifications

The site NDE Level III situation is unclear. Only Level II certificasion
Sy Erown & Root was avaflable for the NDE Supervisor; however, it is
understood that TUGCD has issued & Tetter fdentifving him as Leve! [1I.

Recommendation - Clarify the autherity ang resconsibility of the NDE
supervisor fn acmi nistering tasts anc¢ evaluating and certifying per-

sonnel. This 1s very important as related o Code work, since the

Level III will be working under the duthority of the holder of the Coge
stamp.

[
©
I

',

I

I
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X. INSPECTION

| - There were no defi ciencies noted relative ¢ inspection; however, i+

was ncted that z large number of inspectfon personne! are receiving
thefr first nuclear construction experfence on the Comanche Peak site.
As 2z consequence, it is necessary to improve the quaTity af inspection
planning and to increase the Tevel of supervision ancé qualisy engineering
suppert. Inspection planning should fdentify En: recuired configuration

fnciuding applicaste pc C0As, the features to be verified, the inspec=ion

methed and acceptance zriteria in order te minimize possidle confusien
( , and error,

foc
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TUGCO OBSERVATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS el2-

XI.

XI

II.

TEST CONTROL

A review was made of the TUGZD Startup administrative procedures, with
the following observations.

T. The procedures appear to be written around the ¢old erganization;
that s, 1n several 1nstan¢es they refer to the Brown & Roct QA/QC
input required in the preparation of “startup work requests”.

2. It was noted that an unique system is befng established to handle
nonconformances durinrg the startup phase. It is recommended that
wherever possible ex{sting schemes utilfzed in construction be used
during the startup process. This fs important since most personne!
fnvelved in dispositi oning such {tems as nonconfurmances and desi gn
changes will be the same persons. involved in construction.

CONTROL OF MEASURING & TEST EQUIPMENT

[t was observed that out of 2& fnstruments sampied which are utilized in
civil, structural, mechanical and elfectrical work, approximately 59
percent had not been withdrawn from the caTiSration Taboratory sinee iss
Tast calibration date. This {s particularly significant when it is
recognized that the present system is such that 1 2 calibration cate Y
becomes due, the instrument is reczlibrated whether or not i+ has been
issued for use. It is recommended that consideration be given ta simply
changing the calibration date rather than going througm a calibrasion
cycle 1f the ool has not been used.

[t was noted that many construction tooTs are calibrated. It is
fmportant ¢o note that calibration of con:t;-uctich toeTs 1s nst
necessary with respect to 10CFRSY Appendix B. Although calibrasion
and maintenance fs extremely important on construction tools, it may
be that freguencies may be relaxed.

INSPECTION, TEST AND CPERATING STATUS

No deficiencies were noted in this area. Material and equipment
observed n recetving inspection, in the warenouse and cutside storage

froc
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area2 appeared to be adequately fdentified. No tests were observed.

HANDLING, S"ORAGI AND SHIPPING

Exterior storage prictices should be reviewed. The protective coverings

of many items are damaged; some reported on monthly surveillance reports

have not been corrected. Large temporary structures, such as those over

the emergency diese! engines, require wind bracing to prevent further

damage. Because of soil chemistry, rain and humidity, the current prac- “\4&
tice of 2TTowing Targe stainless steel piping to remain uncovered should & .
be reviewed. Sensitized stainless is extremely sensitive to chloride, ]V
fluoride and sulphide contamination which with water as 2 couplant can

cause intergranular corrosion and premature failure.

CONTROL OF NONCONFORMANCES
\-

conformances. frirat *'\

[t was noted that OC DDAs wire being utiTized for nonconformance reporss.
Although this was observed om a2 small percentage of DC DDAs fssued during
the month of April, i+ is recommendec that this practice be stopped
immediately. The TUBCO System is correctly estahlished whereby non-
conformances are writtan after the fact and OC DDAs are reserved for
design changes before the fact. It {s imporsant that this practice be
enforced since DOC DDAs Prepared after the fact necessitate that workers
be cfrected verbally to vioTate the drawing since the deviatien will be
handled after the fact with OC ODAs. This is a poor Quality Assurance
practice.

Procedure CPQT-AB, Rev. 0, dated 5-5-78 was issued for the purpose of
providing expedient disposition of concrets discrepancies. The procedure
infers that discrepancies of 72°F versus 70°F or 6.2% air centent versys
6.0% maximum s perfectly acceptable when it is signed off by the field
engineer. Such 2 system shortouts the estaslished nenconforming material
control system as defined in 8rown & Root and TUGCO procedures and should

fmoc
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O be discontinued. If tolerances are unrealistic such that the 72°F is
accaptable, then the design specification should be changed to s¢ indicate.

t is recommended that good inspection planning be provided inspectors,

identifying the characteristics to be inspected, the method of inspection

anc acceptance criteria and that inspectors identify nonconformances o

such criteria. This will maintain the integrity of inspectors and provides

identification of problem areas and provides a means for thgi_r correction.

[t fs reasonable to assume that om 2 project as Targe as Comanche Peak

there will be several thousand nonconformance reports. The number does

not reflect adversely on the quality of construction, but the failure to

fdentify nonconformances does refTect adversely on the {ntegrity of ‘-
— inspectors and Teaves unknown the quaTity of the plant. ’

P e — -
— -

XVI. CORRECTIVE ACTION

There were no deficiencies noted relative t3 corrective actiom on hard-
ware. The Supplier CompTiance Supervisar has established & method of
tracking vendor performance and shows pesitive results from actions taken
£ correct sugplier quality probTems. A review of reports of site sur-
veiTlance conductad by TUGCD showed corrective action resgonses were
being promptly received. A review of reports of surveilTance actions
by 8rown & Roct showed generally adequate respense and resolution of
. corrective action <xcept for 2 period of four months wher surveiTlance
personnel were assigned to other tasks.

[ general, corrective action appears ta be adequate and timely on vendor

anc site related problems, but some deficiencies fdent:fied in audits of

major contractors still persist. Some of the changes in authority dele-

gation to major contractors appears to be action taken tC correct inadeguate

or untimely response by those organizations; however, cther acticns taken,

such as handling of field changes and nonconformances, appear t3 be those
C of circumventing the problem rather thanm correcting 1t.

froc



Except for Tack of intermal fire protection, the quality records area

is considered 2 be satisfactory. Some Quality Assurance recorss, such

a5 personnel cualifications; are not stored in the records cencer but

are maintained separately by the Srown § Root training coordinassr.

There {s not currently a catalog or Tisting of required recorss afiﬂcug.".

it 1s deing preparec. A review of a selection of Quality Assurance

TeCords showed the documents im them ©o have been ar-'ac--v compietes %—‘D
and in the correct order.

Recommendation - The inssallation of ar in. - > gas fire extinguisning /
System or the fdemtification of gecgraohicaT™ly separace duplicate recsrss
shoulc be expedfted. TUSLD should review the fire protection cagatiiicies /
. of storage faciTities in the training superviser's trailer and consicer
t dupTicate set of such records to be maintzined in the records center.

!

XViil. 0ITS

There are severz! audit and surveiTTance programs in effect. Audreis oy

e Quality Assurance Department Camtral Stase are performed on site
activities, major contractors and suppliers. Sice surveillance actions

are performed under the direction of the TUSCD QA S‘:e Supervisor. Sizmilar
surveflTance activities ame carried ous under the dinc’fon ¢f the Srown §

Reot Site Quality Assurance Manager. While called surveillance acticns,

the surveillance programs are formally planned and scheduied, usilize
checklists 2 guide the acTivity and record resulets, and issue rescres

of deficiencies and require correction. Excest for formal and documentes
Pre-2ucit anc post-aucit meetings, 277 the elemencs of an audit program

are in place. It was rescreed that the measor far calling the activicy
"surveilTance” was tc aveie outside aucitars finding the program deficiens
because 1t did not include the documentes pre=- and pest-qudis meetings,

yet the auditors found that such meetings were cOnducted, But on ar

fnformal Dasis.

b Recormencation - The auditors consider the present program %S de an

effective 22 which coulc be further fmproved. TUGCYD should conside-

fioc -
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combining the audit and surveillance activities ints a single, cohesive
effort. Such am integrated effort could cover required areas more
efficiently, without duplication and at z frequency that can be mine
tafned. Such am audit program should be described in written procedures
and fnclude a description of both the formal audit and the continuous
audit plan (surveilTance) and the method of conducting pre- and pest-audit
meetings should be described to preclude later criticisms by outsilde
organizations. The resulting audit program should be a superior tool for
management assessment of program impTementation and effectiveness.
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. VTEXew UTILITIES GENERATING COM_.ANY

i \/., {.| OFFICE MEMORANDUM
% p 6. 8ri ”I"L'il \)-k‘
Tol 1, : Dallas, Texas _July 111978 )
Subjec:_Management Quality Assurance Audis RECEIVED
JuL 12187
. P. G. BRITTAIN

Attached are our resolutions to the findings and recommendations made~
Dy Management Analysis Company as a result of their audit in May.

Our analysis of the audit results has been discussed in general terms
with John Jackson, and we see no need to respond formally to this audit.

>

L
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FINDINGS (APPENDIX A)

Finding Summary: Our QA Plan and Procedures cdo not reflect current
authority delegations to B3R and to GaH.

Response: At the time of the audit we were operating under properly
approved deviations. These deviations were incorporated into a
permanent QA Plan Manual revision on July 1, 1978. R

Finding Summary: The current practice of after-the-fact design
change review provides significant risk of error and is in
noencompliance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix B. o

Response: We disagree om both counts. The G&H Resident Engineer
nas exercised extremely good judgment in {mp! ementing the authority
delegated to him. Of the approximately 2000 changes/devia-
tions/clartfications {ssued under the Systam, we are aware of none
that have provided exposure to a significant risk of error. To
provide greater visidility of the design change function, a system
was impTemented om May 25, 1978 that provides an analysts of all
changes and permits continuing evaluation of the field efforts.
This system 1{s current for ongoing activities at the present time
and will be completed for past activities on or before July 15,
1578. OQur belief that we are in fact in compliiance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B {s supported by internal audits by TUGCC QA perscnnel and
fndependent audits by two separate NRC Inspectors. We propose o
Teave the design change system as is.

inding Summary: TUGCO QA does not review all procurement documents
and changes thereto prior to release.

Response: We dfsagree that this is a requirement. A separate QA
requirement section, approved by TUGCO QA, s included with each
purchase order and is applicadble %o all supplements. Changes to
these reguirements are authorized only by Quality Assurance.

Finding Summary: The current array of QA manuals and procedures is
complex and di%ﬁcutt to maintain,

Response: We agree. The new Plan manual was {ssued July 1, 1973.
& corporate QA Program Manual fs currently under study with the
goal of streamliining it.

Finding Summary: Records do not reflect the as-poured configuration
clearly. :

Response: Configuration has always been made visinle ¢ inspectors,
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and steps have been taken to improve thr visibility for the record.

Finding Summary: Markings for in-service NOE inspections were not
always distinct.

Response: We agree that such markings should be Tegible. OC will
Tnspect special process ISI markings prior to turnover.

Finding Summary: We are using the DC/DDA (design change) program ta
Dypass the nonconformance system.

Response: This is not true. If construction identifies and
corrects a defect or obtains ao approved engineering change prior ta
QC fnspection, no NCR is required. ‘

Finding Summary: The records storage facility does not have
Tnternal fire protection during off-duty hours.

Response: An fnert gas fire protection system is on order by TUSI.
arget date for installatiom is August I, 1978.

Finding Summary: Approximately 24% of audits scheduled by Dallas
STaff bave not been conducted. Audits by TUGCO and B&R snoulTd be
combined {m one overall effort.

Response: Our audit schedule s constantly befng revised to reflect
changing manufacturt NG status and to allow us o use audits to
fnvestigate problem areas of the most {mmedi ate concern as they
arise. We believe we can defend our audit program, and are leaving
feas 1t is,
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OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (APPENDIX B)

Organization

Recommendation: Separate inspection from Quality Engineering
planning). -

Response: We had begum work om this before the audit. Our procuct
assurance group has taken responsibility for Quality Engineering.

Recommendation: Re-evaluate the charter of the Quality. Surveillance
1ttee. )

Response: wWe have decided to dfscontinue the Quality Surveillance

1ttee. Instead, TUGCO Q& Manager will fssue a. report quarterly
tC keep top management apprised of the status of QA matters,
fncluding quality trends. The first such report will be fssued by
August 15, 1978.

Recommendation: Hire more seasoned inspectors. Hire any future
engineers from Outside the company with experience in nuclear plant
constructiom.

Response: We are om the Toockout for well qualified personnel and
continue to review applfcants from outside the company. The
relatively young fnspectors will be Strengthened best and quickest
by taking from them the responsibiifty for fnspection pTanning and
providing them with adequate, but concise { nstructions and
checklists. This has been done and ts effective.

Quality Assurance Pmm

Recommendatfon: Revamp our present QA manual system.

Reansc: We agree. TUGCO QA fssued 2 reyised QA Manual on July 1,

Opinfor: Obtafnfng our ASME Code stamp will be difficult {f all the
wore 1s done by others.

Response: We know Tt will be atfficule, but 1t can be done. The

FepOrt does not accurately record our statsd reason for ottaining an
N-m.

Destam Control

Recommendation: Abandon our present system of expediting field
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changes.

Response: we will leave it as it 1s.

Procurement Document Control

Recommendation: A1l procurement documents should be reviewed by QA.

Response: We disagree for reasons stated on Page 1.

Instructions

Recommendation: Streamline -inspection planning and checklist
preparation.

Response: We agree, and have been active in this effort since
Recommencation: Dfscontinue mapping individual standars imbeds.
Response: Mapping has been dfscontinued, but we have retained a
reasonadie degree of traceability on embedded {tems.
Recommendatfonr Comdbfne construction and QA procedures.

Response: Sfnce January we have been doi ng this for new procedures
anc wherm revising old procedures.

Recommendticn: Dfscontinue requiring B&R Houston approval of
procedures.

Response: A1l procedures except those invelving ASME Code work are
Now approved at the site.

Observation: AT1 appTicable OC/D0A’s are not fncluded in supporting
documentation.

Response: Refar to Page 1, Appendix A, Itew 5.

Recommendatfon: Establish a formal site procedure for planning
construction work.

Response: This planniag is being done. We don't intend to create a
formal procedure for it.

R - ¢ ——— . . . - —— e ——  —
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Document Control

Observation: The ARMS system should be backed up by 2 manual system
(stated versally in exit management interview).

Response: The auditors' _lack of confidence in ARMS was the resuylt
of insufficient familfarization with the system om their part.

-
-

Control of Purchased Material, Equipment, and Services

Observation: The QA Plan is not up to date in this area.
Response: Manual revisfon was compTeted or July 1.

Statement: Source fnspectors (TUGCO GA) appear to be at the sercy
of the supplier in determining what Changes have beem incorporated.

Response: This fs not true. We (TUGCO Q&) prepare our own
checklists after searchi ng the appropriate files. We agree with the
duditors’ (verbal) comments that this method places an additional
burden on ourselves; however, the orfginal (and Togical) approach of
depending upon G&H to prepare the checklists did not work.

[dent{ficationm and Control oi' Materials, Parts. and Components

NG observations

Special Processes

Recommendation: The use of Iridium 192 should be replaced by x-ray
or ail shop welds and for field welds where practical.

Response: Browm & Root is studyfng this recommendation, and i3
commitied to have 2 report for TUGCQ/TUSI by July 15,

Recommendation: Reduce the number of fndividuals reviewing
radicgraphs and establism the palicy that Code-acceptadle
indications be recorded bdut not repaired.

Response: This had been accomplished prior to the audit, but
apparently the auditor talked with someone who wasn't aware of 1t.

Recommendation: Clarify the responstdflity of the NDE supervisor
relative to code work.
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Response: The auditors were confused im this area. Our only Level
[11 at the site is in civil work, not ASME Sec. III Div. 1 work.

Inspection

Included here was a re-statement of observations covered elsewhere
in the report.

Test Control

Recommendation: Existing nonconformance control systems should be . —
used during startup. -

Response: The new QA Nanu;T. with fnput from TUGCO Operations, will
adaress nonconformance control systems.

ControT of Measuring and Test Equfpment

Recommendation: Equipment should not be recali brated on the due
date if 1t has not beem used.

Rcsgonsg: The recommendation has been adopted for {tems whose
calioration s not subject to change wnile not im use.
Inplementation cate was July 1.

Inspecti or, Test and Ogeraﬂng Status

No observations

HandTing, Storag and Sh1gg1ng

Recommendation: Extertor storage & protectiom practices should be
reviewed.

Respense: We had previocusly reviewed the storage practices and have
NG reason ta belfeve that z prodblem exists. Varfous NRC fnspectars
have also inspected this activity. However, Westinghouse is
revfewing this, and their met2iTurgtst will report by July 15,

Control of Nonconformances—

Observation: This {s & restatement of concern over nonconformance
control.

Response: We reject the inference that problems are cfrcumvented
rather than corrected at CPSES. :
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In Reply Refer To: ) ‘; ‘
Dockets: 50-445/84-32 FEB 15 B85 C [
50-446/84-11 i

Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: M. D. Spence, President, TUGCO Z)cig
-/

Skyway Tower

400 North Qlive Street
Lock Box 81 U/
Dallas, Texas 75201

v "’)-
72 Lo P
c%’

This refers to the inspection conducted’under the Resident Inspection Program
by Mr. H. S. Phillips of this office and NRC contract personnel during the
period August 20, 1984, through September 20, 1984, of activities authorized by
NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for the Comanche Peak facility,
Units 1 and 2, and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. D. Chapman and
other members of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

g I
.j ‘f'l

npd AL
4

Gentiemen:

Areas examined during the inspection included a review and evaluation of how
effectively Texas Utilities Electric Company management has implemented the
corporate quality assurance (QA) program for design, procurement, and
construction activities. Special emphasis was placed on evaluating the
management of the audit program; management's action to regularly review the
status and adequacy of the QA program; and followup on findings pertinent to
program management identified by previous NRC and consultant inspection teams.
within these areas, the inspection consisted of selective examination of
procedures and represantative records, interviews with personnel, and
observations by the inspectors. These findings are documented in the enclosed
inspection report.

During this inspecticon, it was found that certain of your activities were in
violation of NRC requirements. Consequently, you are required to respond tc
this violation, in writing, in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.201
of the NRZ's "Rules of Practice,"” Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal
Regulations. Your response should be based on the specifics contained in the
Notice of Violation enclosed with this letter.

These viclations may be related to findings identified by the NRC Technical
Review Team (THT). If the issues are considered to be similar, you may respond
to the items separately or as part of the Comanche Peak Response Team Action
Plan.

RRI &V TL/TF G D/ORS&S c)epez o/o% NRR 24

SPhillips/1t  (OMunnicutt RBangart DOHunter RDenise  Noonan
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Texas Utilities Electric Company o

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

Sincerely,

“Qriginal Signed By:
D M. MUNNLLT

D. R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

Enclosure:
1. Appendix A - Notice of Violation
2. Appendix B - NRC Inspection Report
50-445/84-32
50-446/84-11

cc w/enclosure:

Texas Utilities Electric Company Texas Utilities Electric Company

ATTN: B. R. Clements, Vice ATTN: J. W. Beck, Manager
President, Nuclear Nuclear Services

Skyway Tower Skyway Tower

400 North Qlive Street 400 North Qlive Street

Lock Box 81 Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201 Dallas, Texas 75201

bcc to DMB (IEO1)
bee distrib. by RIV:

RPB1 RRI-0QPS TX State Dept. Health
RPB2 RRI-CONST. Juanita Ellis

EP&RPS R. Bangart Renea Hicks

R. Martin, RA J. Gagliardo Billie Pirner Garde
C. Wisner, PAQ 0. Hunnicutt S. Phillips

R. Denise, DRSP TRT (CPSES) (2)

RIV File S. Treby, ELD

MIS System  P"Eisenhut, NRR



APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Dockets: 50-445/84-32
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2 50-446/84-11

Construction Permits: CPPR-126
CPPR-127

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted during the period of
August 20, 1984, through September 20, 1984, and in accordance with t'ie NRC
Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 49 FR 8583, dated Mar.™ 8,
1984, the following violations were identified:

1.

Failure to Regularly Review the Status and Adeguacy of the QA Program

Criterion II of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, as impiemented by the Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report (PSAR) and the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR),
Section 17.1, "Quality Assurance Program," and ANSI N45.2-1971, requires
that the quality assurance program shall provide for the regular review by
the management participating in the program, of the status and adequacy of
the part of the quality assurance program for which they have designated
responsibility.

Contrary to the above, the applicant did not establish quality assurance
procedures to regularly review the status and adequacy of the construction
quality assurance program; nor did the applicant appear to have reviewed
the status and adequacy of the construction quality assurance program.

This is a Severi.y Level IV Violation. (Supplement II) (445/8432-02,
446/8411-02)

Failure to Establish and Implement a Comprehensive System of Planned and
Periodic Audits

Criterion XVIII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, states, in part, “A
comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits shall be carried out
to verify compliance with all aspects of the gquality assurance program and
to determine the effectiveness of the program." The requirements are
addressed in the PSAR and FSAR, Section 17.1, "Quality Assurance Program,”
which references Regulatory Guide 1.28 (ANSI N45.2) and ANSI N45.2.12
(Draft 3, Revision 4). Those commitments require that a comprehensive
system of planned audits be performed on an annual frequency.

Contrary to the above, the following examples were identified which
demonstrate the failure to establish and implement a comprehensive system
of planned and periodic audits of safety-nelated activities as required,
as noted below:
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a. Annual audits were not adequately addressed by the audit
implementation procedures.

. TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 0, dated August 9, 1978, only
required two audits of vendors fabricating reactor coolant
pressure boundary components, parts, and equipment; one audit of
vendors fabricating engineered safeguards components, parts, and
equipment; and audits of balance of plant (safety-related) as
required by the quality assurance manager. :

TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 2, dated April 16, 1981,
required only that organizations will be audited on a regularly
scheduled basis.

TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revisions 2 and 10, did not specify
auditing frequencies for design, procurement, construction, and
operations activities.

TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 10, based audit requirements
on Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978. This
commitment did not fully address the reguirements of the
construction quality assurance program.

The above procedure and subsequent revisions failed to describe and
require annual audits in accordance with commitments and
requirements. Earlier audit procedures were not available to
determine if they met requirements.

b. Planning and staffing to perform 1983 audits was inadequate to assure
that a comprehensive system of audits was established and implemented
to verify compliance with all aspects of the gquality assurance
program, in that, of 656 safety-relatec procedures (which control
safety-related activities) the NRC review revealed that the applicant
sampled only 165, or 25 percent, during the 1983 audit program.
Consequently, significant aspects of the safety-related activities
were not adequately audited.

¢c. The Westinghouse site organization, established in 1977 to perform
Nuclear Steam System Supply (NSSS) engineering services, was not
audited by TUGCO during the years of 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, and
1981.

d. Audits of vendors that manufacture or fabricate parts, components,
and equipment for reactor coolant pressure boundary and engineered
safeguards systems have not been conducted annually dating back to
August 9, 1978.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation. (gupp1onnnt I1) (445/8432-03;
446/8411-03)
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< B Failure to Properly Certify a Vendor Compliance Inspector

Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and
shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures,
or drawings."

TUGCO Procedure DQP-VC-4, Revision 6, dated January 5, 1984, requires that
Level Il inspectors (Corporate QA) shall attend and satisfactorily
complete nondestructive testing courses including eddy current testing.

Contrary to the above, one of six inspector's files had no documentation
to show that the inspector had attended and completed an eddy current
testing course. Subsequent, discussions revealed that he had been
certified without meeting this requirement. The vendor compliance
supervisor stated that this inspection skill is not needed since there is
no present vendor work activity which would require this skill; therefore,
this procedure was revised and the requirement omitted during this
inspection.

This is a Severity Level V Violation. (Supplement II) (445/8432-05;
446/8411-05)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Utilities Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to this office, within 30 days of the date of this
Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the
corrective steps which have been taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective
steps which will be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date when
full compliance will be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your
response time for good cause shown.

Qated:
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Areas Inspected: Routine, anncunced inspection to determine how effectively
corporate management has implemented the QA program for controlling design,
procurement, and construction activities; and to determine how site management
interfaces with corporate management. The inspection involved

74 inspector-hours by one NRC inspector and 176 inspector-hours by two NRC
contract personnel at the corporate office and the site.

Results: Within the two areas inspected, three violations were identified
(failure to regularly review the status and adequacy of the QA program -
paragraph 2b.; failure to establish/implement a comprehensive system of planned
and periodic audits - paragraphs 2c.(1) and 2d.(3)(a); and failure to properly
certify a Level Il vendor compliance inspector, - paragraph 2d. (3)(f).
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DETAILS

" Persons Contacted

w.

*0.
*R.
*0.

»
POBOIRENDCLOCPION

Clements, Vice President Nuclear Operations, Texas Utilities
Generating Company (TUGCO)

. Chapman, Manager, Quality Assurance (QA), TUGCO
Spangler, Supervisor, QA Services, TUGCO
Anderson, Supervisor, QA Audits, TUGCO

Boren, Supervisor, Vendor Compliance, TUGCO
Spencer, QA Auditor, TUGCO

Hathcock, QA Auditor, TUGCO

. Napper, QA Auditor, TUGCO

Vega, Site QA Manager, TUGCO

M. Bielfeldt, Supervisor, Quality Engineering, TUGCO
welch, Supervisor, QA, TUGCO

H. Roberts, Supervisor, Construction/Startup, TUGCO
T. Merritt, Assistant Manager, Engineering and Construction, TUGCO
Gentry, Manager, Project Support Services, TUGCO
Peyton, Supervisor, Purchasing, TUGCO

Strange, Supervisor, Engineering Support, TUG" )
Baker, Staff Engineer, TUGCO

Harrison, Supervisor, Technical Services, TUGCO
Krishnan, Supervisor Stress Analysis Group, TUGCO
wWilliams Orafting Supervisor, TUGCO

Purdy, Site QA Manager, Brown & Root Inc. (B&R)

L. Moller, Site Manager, Westinghouse

PNrECreS

*Denotes those attending one or more exit interviews.

s Texas Utilities Management of QA Activities

Introduction

The objective of this inspection was to determine the status of the
construction GA program and the effectiveness of implementation of
the corporate QA program for ongoing design, procurement, and
construction activities.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the QA commitments described in

Section 17.1, "Quality Assurance During Design and Construction.”
Texas Utilities Electric Company (TUEC), as the applicant, has
delegated to Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) the
responsibility and authority for engineering, design, procurement,
construction, operation, and QA activities at Comanche Peak Steam
Electrical Station (CPSES). Gibbs & Hill Inc. (G&H), is the
Architect-Engineer (AE) and provides FUGCO with design, engineering,
and procurement services as requested. Westinghouse (W) is the
Nuclear Steam Supply System (NS5S) supplier and provides TUGCO with
the design, engineering, procurement and fabrication services for the
NSSS and the initial supply of nuclear fuel. Brown and Root, Inc.
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(B&R) is the Construction Manager/Constructor and provides
construction services at the site, including the QA prugram for ASME
Division 1 Code work.

Organization

The TUGCO corporate management structure and responsibilities were
described in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR); and the various
TUGCO QA manuals and procedures described how FSAR requirements were
implemented to control design, procurement, and construction
activities. Recent organizational changes pertaining to the QA
program were described in FSAR figures 17.1-1, 37.172, 37.1-3,
17.1-4, and 17.1-5 which were included in Amendment 50 dated July 13,
1984,

Recently, there have been three important QA personnel changes. A
new site QA manager reported in March 1984, a new site quality
engineering supervisor reported in August 1984, and a new vendor
compliance supervisor was recently selected. These organizational
changes were made to replace individuals who were reassigned or
promoted to other positions, and these changes were reported to the
NRC. The independence and effectiveness of the QA effort do not
appear to be adversely affected by these changes.

The assistant project general (APG) manager reports to both the VP of
engineering and construction and to the TUGCO Executive VP of
operations. Discussions with the APG manager confirmed this and that
he was supervised by both. This management practice is questionable.
The CPSES QA Plan Section 1.2, paragraph 1.2.1, does not describe the
APG manager's interface with or the responsibility to the VP nuclear
operations. Subsequent discussions with TUGCO QA personnel revealed
that this position was discussed in the startup QA manual. This item
is considered unresolved pending clarification of the QA plan and
further review during a subsequent inspection. (445/8432-01,
446/8411-01)

QA Program

TUGCO QA Program Plan and subtier procedures for design,
construction, engineering, and procurement described the control of
all related project and quality activities. A sample of these
procedures were reviewed and documented in NRC Inspection Report No.
50-445/84-22; 50-446/84-07.

The Quality Assurance Program (described in the FSAR) provided the
delegation ¢f design, engineering, construction, and procurement
functions to prime contractors, subcoptractors, and vendors. It
stated that the TUGCO audit program assured that these organizations
had adequate QA programs and verified implementation of the cverall
QA program within TUGCO.
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The inspectors reviewed the QA program procedures and any objective
evidence to determine if the applicant regularly reviewed the status
and adegquacy of the QA program as required by Criterion I1 of
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, the PSAR and FSAR, and ANSI N4S. 2-1971.
Reviews and discussions revealed no documented reguirements or
evidence that the QA program status and adequacy had been reviewed Dy
the applicant. In order to determine if the QA program hac Deen
assessed, the inspectors reviewed additional information. In late
1981 and 1982 audits were performed by a consultant (Fred Loddin), oy
Sargent and Lundy (using INPQ criteria), and by TUGCO (using INPO
criteria). Each of these audits evaluated limited aspects of the QA
program. In 1583 Cygna evaluated the design progras.

The Lobbin Report (February 4, 1982) R-82-01, contained four major
findings:

leve! of experience within the TUGCO QA organization is low;
i.e., commercial nuclear plant design and construction QA
experience;

staffing for the audit and surveillance functions is inadequate;

. the number and scope of design and construction audits concucted
by TUGCO QA to date has been limited; and

. QA sanagement has not defined clearly the objectives for the
surveillance program resulting in a program which, in the
author's (Lobbin) opinion "is presently ineffective.”

The TUGCO QA manager responded to these findings in an office
memorandum (QB8C-18), cated February 23, 1982. This response
basically concurred with these findings.

The response committed to recruit nuclear experiencead individuals, %o
increase the number and scope of site audits, and to more effectively
use the surveillance progras. Two program reports (QBC-2% anc 29)
regarding these matters were issued from the QA manager to the VP
nuclear operations on May 21 and August 31, 1982, respectively.

Following the Lobbin Report, the NRC performed a CAT inspection

(IR 845/83-18; 446/83-12 cated April 11, 1983) and included a review
of the TUGCO audit program at the corporate offices. The inspection
included a review of 18 audits (conducted between 1578 and early
1983), auditor gqualifications, audit planning and scheduling, aucit
reporting and followup, and audit program effectiveness. The report
concluded that weakresses existed in the established QA audit program
and included the scheduling and frequency of audits, the lack of
effective monitoring of the construction program, and the lack of
effective resolution of certain audit findings. The inspection alse
indicated that the QA program should have been more effective.
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Based on the findings in the Lobbin report, and the findings in the
NRC CAT report, the QA program continues to exhibit weaknesses. The
continuing weaknesses in the QA program over a significant period of
time reinforce the need for the applicant to routinely assess the
status and adequacy of the QA program routinely to ensure that the
areas are identified and adequate and timely corrective actien is
taken to correct the QA program weaknesses.

The failure to regularly review the status and adequacy of the QA
program as reqguired is a violation of Criterion II of Appendix B to
10 CFR 50. (445/8432-02; 446/8411-02)

Management of the TUGCO Audit Program

(1) Program Reguirements

FSAR Subsections 17.1.2, "QA Program," and 17.1.18, "Audits," require
internal audits of (TUGCO corporate and site activities) and external
audits (prime contractors, subcontractors and vendors) to evaluate
the effectiveness of the QA program by verifying conformance with
design requirements; compliance with established requirements,
methods and procedures; and implementation of corrective action.
These commitments require the establishment and implementation of a
comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits of all aspects of
the QA program.

The TUGCO audit program consisted of internal and external audits of
design, construction, engineering, and procurement activities. TUGCO
also retained responsibility for the external audits that were
usually delegated to the AE and NSSS organizations; i.e., audit of
vendors. In addition to construction and vendor audits, the TUGCO
audit group was also responsible for performing
precperational/startup and plant operation audits.

TUGCO committed to the audit requirements of ANSI N45.2.12-1973,
Draft 3, Revision 0, Section 3, "Audit System," and these program
management objectives are:

to determine that a QA program has been developed and documented
in accordance with applicable requirements;

to verify that the program has been implemented,
. to assess program effectiveness;
. to identify program nonconformance; and

to verify program correction whc;c appropriate.
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This section also stated that to achieve these ANSI standard
objectives full management backing, manpower, funding, and facilities
shall be available to implement the system of audits.

(2) NRC Evaluation of Planning/Implementation of Program

The NRC inspector reviewed and evaluated the appliicant’'s plans,
procedures, and number of audits performed (see paragraph 2e below)
and determined that planning was inadegquate. This audit effort was
too large for the four available TUGCO auditors in 1981, even though
additional specialists were utilized to assist with the audit
activities.

(a) The inspector reviewed and evaluated planning documents (formal
and informal) used by the TUGCO QA manager, supervisor QA .
services, and supervisor QA audits. The review and discussions
with these individuals revealed that annual audit plans were
based on the audit of organizations rather than activities.
TUGCO Audit Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 0, dated August 9, 1978
required:

semiannual internal audits,
» semiannual construction audits,
annual AE audits,
annual NSSS audits, and
annual plant operation audits.
However, for vendor audits the procedure reguired:
first audit at 15 percent; and second audit at 6C percent
"item completion" by reactor coolant pressure boundary

venders;

one audit of engineered safeguards vendors at 25 percent
item completion; and

. audit of balance of plant (other safety-related) vendors as
determined by the manager QA.

This does not meet the requirements of paragraphs 3.4.1 and
3.4.2 "Scheduling," of ANSI N45.2.12 which requires, "Auditing
be initiated as early in the life of the activity as

practicable . . . applicable elements of the QA program shall be
audited at least annually or at least once within the life of
the activity whichever is shorter.”




Furthermore, Audit Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 2, April 16,
1981, and Revision 10, June 4, 1984, have further reduced the
(scheduling) frequency of audits. Revision 10 now states, in
part, "3.2.1, The following organizations will be audited on a
regularly scheduled basis but in accordance with Reguiatory
Guide (RG) 1.33, Revision 2, January 1978, Regulatory

Position 4: a. AE; b. NSSS; ¢. constructor; d. TUGCO Internal;
e. Preoperational/Startup; f. Plant Operations;

g. Subcontractor. . . 3.2.1 In lieu of regularly scheduled
audits of vendors TUGCO QA will perform the following:

a. Monitor the individual vendor ratings which are basea on
vendor performance . . . b. for those vendors who cannot be
evaluated based on vendor ratings . . . regularly scheduled
audits will be performed based on level of activity." The NRC
inspector discussed with TUGCO management the fact that RG 1.33
is for operations and does not fully address the requirements of
the construction QA program.

This failure to develop audit program procedures which
adequately address and describe QA program requirements and
commitments is a violation of Appendix B, 10 CFR Part 50,
Criterion XVIII (445/8432-03a; 446/8411-03a).

(b) In addition to evaluating to determi.e if annual audits were
planned, the NRC inspector requested objective evidence which
would demonstrate that planning for audits for calendar years
1983 and 1984 included a method to verify compliance with all
aspects of the QA program and to determine the effectiveness of
the QA program. The review of the objective evidence revealed
that the planning was not adequate, particularly regarding the
audit basis, status, and tracking. The only objective evidence
available consisted of a 1isting of planned audits of internal
organizations and contractors each year and a summary of 1983
audit results and criteria audited; however, this data in many
cases did not 1ist the criteria audited and while reviewing
older audits it was noted that an “"after the fact" review
resulted in identifying the applicable criteria covered for
various organizations.

The inspector requested a listing of selected site procedures
which were in effect in 1983 that were representative of site
safety-related activities and subject to audit by TUGCO
corporate QA. The review of the listings provided and the 1983
audits revealed the following information:



Audits of Total Procedures % Audited
Procedures Procedures Audited/Referenced in 1983
TUGCO Quality

Documents Index

(December 20, 1983) 295 71 24

TUSI Engineering
Instruction Index
(December 2, 1983) 65 16 25

TUSI Nuclear Engineering
Procedures/Instructions

Index

(September 26, 1983) 26 18 693

TUSI Engineering Procedures

Index

(November 4, 1983) 30 12 40

B&R Quality Document

Index

(November 22, 1983) 51 20 39

B&R Construction Procedures

Index

(June 20, 1983) 189 28 15
Total 656 165 25

Only 25 percent of the procedures (specific safety-related
activities) were audited in 1983. Although audits on a sampling
basis are acceptable, there was no evidence that a!!
safety-related areas were audited. The audits did not encompass
all aspects of the QA program in order to determine
effectiveness.

The failure to properly pian or produce evidence of adequate
planning for a comprehensive audit program to verify compliance
with all aspects of the QA program resulted in the failure to
audit significant parts of the QA program is a violation of
Criterion XVIII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 (445/8432-03b;
446/8411-03b).

The NRC inspector contacted the Westinghous (W) site manager to
review the procedure listing for safety-related activities which
TUGCO had audited. As indicated below, no audits of NSSS site
activities were performed in 1983. Discussions with the (W

site manager revealed that no audits had been performed by TUGCO
QA in 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, or 1981. This was discussed with
the TUGCO audit staff and QA manager whe did not disagree with
the stated audit frequency.



(c)

(d)

(e)

("

W) Site Organization
ternal Total Procedures % Audited
Procedures Procedures Audited/Referenced in 1983

westinghouse (W) Site
Applicable Prccedure,

QA Manual, May 1983 18 -0- -0~
PPD Procedures 14 ‘ -0-‘ =0~
Installation Procedures 29 -0- -0-

The failure to audit (W) procedures (safety-related activities)
annually as required by ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3, Revision 0, of
the QA program is a violation of Criterion XVIII of Appendix B
to 10 CFR Part 50, (445/8432-03c; 446/8411-03c).

The NRC inspector discussed The staffing of the Audit Program
with TUGCO QA management the findings of the Lobbin Report and
the NRC CAT Team Report regarding the staffing of the audit
functions. The discussions revealed that the TUGCO audit staff
had been increased from 4 to the present number of 12 between
1982 and 1984, and TUGCO management has been looking for 3 or

4 additional nuclear experienced auditors to further increase the
audit staff. However, it was also revealed that management had
not determined the total audits required nor the manpower needed
to accomplish the audits.

This matter is an unresolved item pending the determination of
the number of audits and auditors that will be needed to
effectively implement the audit program (445/8432-04;
446/8411-04).

The NRC inspector determined through review of charts and
procedures that current organization provided organizational
freedom from cost and schedule.

The NRC inspector evaluated audit personnel qualifications by
reviewing 14 personnel files of lead auditors and auditors.

This included presently employed and formerly employed auditors.
These personnel were qualified as required by TUGCO

Procedure DQI-QA-2.1, Revision 7, and ANSI N45.2, 23-1978,
"Qualification of Quality Program Audit Personnel for Nuclear
Power Plants."

The NRC inspectors reviewed TUGCO Audit Procedures DQP-C5-4,
Revision 10 (June 4, 1984), and DQI-CS-4.6, Revision 7

(April 13, 1984). As previously discussed in paragraph 2.C(1),
0QP-CS-4 does not include adequate commitments to perform annual
audits and failed to address both design and construction and
plant operations audit requirements.
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Implementation of the TUGCO Audit Program

The NRC inspectors selected three areas of the audit program to
review and evaluate implementation. Results of this evaluation are
discussed in the following paragraphs.

(1) Internal Audits of Site Activities - The NRC inspector reviewed
the index which showed all site audits and found that
Audits TCP=-1 through TCP-112 had been performed between
March 1978 and August 1984. The number per year are:
(1) 4 in 1978; (2) 3 in 1979; (3) 10 in 1980; (4) 11 in 1981;
(5) 30 in 1982; (6) 29 in 1983; and (7) 22 during the first
8 months of 1984. After the audit program was found inadeguate
in the consultant's report (Lobbin), the number of audits
increased from less than 1.0 per month in 1982 to 2.5 per month
in 1982. After the NRC CAT inspection report in 1983 this
number increased to 2.7 per month for the first 8 months of
1984. This indicates that pesitive action concerning these
reported weaknesses was taken; however, as previously discussed
objective evidence was not available that the required number of
audits and auditors has been identified. This item was
previously identified above as unresolved.

The 1983 and 1984 audit schedule included each audit scheduled,
cancelled, and any additional audits planned or performed.
where audits were cancelled, they were rescheduled and other
audits were added and performed. This effort was well
documented.

In 1983 the TUGCO audit group performed 158 audits. Sixty-five
internal audits of site activities are as follows:

construction/QC/ engineering =~ 33 audits,
startup - 5 audits; and
cparations - 27 audits.

The NRC inspecter selected and reviewed 31 TCP 1982 audits of
site activities. The audit files included nctification tc the
organization audited, an audit plan, checklists, an audit
report, audit response, and evaluation/closeout of findings.
Audit reports reflected gocd preparation and execution.
Substantial findings generally resulted and were resolved.

Severa) lead auditors were interviewed concerning the management
of the TUGCO audit program. They stated that the audit program
had weaknesses or deficiencies in 1978 but they had witnessed
dramatic improvements and were confident that the audit program
was currently working well.
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(3)
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Assurance of Design Control - TUGCO management verified that
design was controlled in accordance with the QA program
requirements and procedures :hrough administering an effective
audit program. The design control functions were delegated to
the AE ahd (W); however, TUGCO was designated the engineering
organization responsibility for plant design.

The NRC inspector reviewed and evaluated the results documented
in 15 TUGCO internal and external audit reports which
specifically relate to Criterion III of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, design and appiicable procedures. These represent
all audits design and consisted of 8 audits of TUGCO, 3 of (W),
and 4 of G&H, engineering organizations. All audit findings,
concerns, and deficiencies were closed through correspondence
and were later verified through subsequent audits. Management
involvement was evident as the VP nuclear operations was on
concurrence and was furnished status reports by the QA manager.

In October 1982, TUGCO initiated a special audit effort to
review design using the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) performance objectives and criteria. Sargent & Lundy
personne] were used to perform this audit. This audit
identified 13 findings and TUGCO audit No. TNO-2, dated

June 1983, verified corrective action.

Assurance Control of Procurement Activities - TUGCO management
alected to retain procurement responsibilities except for
certain functions delegated to the AE and NSSS. The NRC
inspector selected several functions retained by TUGCOC to
determine if their audit program effectively monitored or
verified that procurement activities were accomplished in
accordance with the QA program and appiicable procurement
procedures. Management involvement with procurement documents,
bid/source evaluation, and specific QA inputs were reviewed by
the inspector. The vendor audits and evaluation of vendors were
a large work effort. The following are the results of this
review and evaluation.

The NRC Comanche Peak Special Review Team Report dated July 13,
1984, at the site identified a potential violation, i.e.,
failure to perform annual audits of vendors. The report
documented an inspection of the procurement effort at site and
part of this inspection included determining the frequen y of
vendor audits. As a result of the special inspection, the TUGCO
QA manager approved an FSAR change request, dated August 3,
1984, which asked that TUGCO be allowed to adopt NRC RG 1.144
audit requirements in lieu of ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3,

Revision 0, for construction and ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 4,
Revision 2 for operations. This requested change would not
change the requirement to perform internal audits annually but
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would reduce the requirement to perform annual audits of
suppliers. Considering this requested QA program change which
had not been approved by the NRC, the following are the
inspection results:

(a) The NRC inspector reviewed the TUGCO vendor audit program
for 1983 to determine compliance with commitments (FSAR
Section 17, paragraph 17.1.18), ANSI N45.2.12 and TUGCO
procedures DQP-CS-4 and DQI-CS-4.5.

The annual audit schedule revealed that 60 vendor audits
were scheduled during 1983. Audit TCLC-2 was cancelled
(lack of activity with Purchase Order CPC-307) and

audit TBS-3 was rescheduled (delayed by 1 week) as a result
of NRC CAT Team inspection findings. The NRC inspector
selected 3 vendor audit files, TVO-1, TMM-3, and TBF-2, for
review to determine the extent of the audits as applicable
to the audit plan checklist, noted deficiencies, concerns,
and comments. Also included in this review were the
corrective actions and/or preventive action documented in
writing by the vendor in response to the applicable audit
findings. Documents in file closed the audit findings and
indicated that followup on corrective action would be
verified during the next audit.

The NRC inspector reviewed the vendor audit freguency to
determine if TUGCO established a schedule to annually audit
vendors. The licensee commitment to ANSI N45.2.12,

Draft 3, Revision 0, requires annual audits or at least
once within the 1ife of the activity. Neither procedural
requirements were established, nor were vendors audited
annually.

The failure to establish procedural requirements and to
perform annual vendor audits is a violation of
Criterion XVIII of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and

ANSI N45.2.12, Oraft 3, Revision 0 (445/8432-03d;
446/8411-03d).

(b) The NRC inspector reviewed the approved vendors list (AVL)
program for 1983 to verify that methods used by TUGCO to
qualify vendors to supply safety-related materials, parts,
and services were consistent with the QA plan, procedural
requirements, and commitments described in
ANS] N45.2.13-1976. A review of suppiemental memos and
preaward survey files and revisions 9 through 12 of the AVL
verified that the AVL was current. This review showed
33 additions, 40 status changes, and 1 deletion to the AVL
for the period January 24, 1983, through December 20, 1983.
The preaward survey files reviewed were consistent with



(c)

- 1‘-

Procedures DQP-CS-4, Revision 10, and DQI-CS-4.2,

Revision 3, December 1, 1982. Ouring the review of
preaward survey files, the inspector confirmed that formal
identification letters, the survey date, and the scope of
the survey (checklist) were consistent with the vendor QA
program. Also, the corrective action responses by the
supplier concerning noted deficiencies, concerns, and
comments were reviewed, and followup action verified in a
subsequent audit.

The NRC inspector reviewed the vendor performance
evaluation (VPE) system to determine compliance with
commitment and procedural requirements. TUGCO Procedure
DQP-CS-4.3, paragraph 1.1 stated that the purpose of the
evaluation was to establish a comprehensive method of
identifying system weaknesses in vendor QA programs through
acceptable/unacceptable hardware information generated as a
result of vendor release inspections. The VPE files
included release inspection trip report cover sheets,
vendor rating sheets, releases, and the inspection
checklists as required by TUGCO Procedure DQI-C5-4.3,
Revision 4, paragraph 3.1.

The NRC inspector reviewed 3 VPE packages to determine that
the quality assurance services (QAS) group's review was
consistent with procedural requirements. One vendor file
(Paul Monroe Hydraulic) was still active pending
engineering review and evaluation on the O-ring discrepancy
identified during release inspection at Remo Hydraulics
(Purchase Order CPF-11436-S5 issued to Paul Monroe
Hydraulics) for 20 hydraulic snubber assemblies. As
required by DQP-VC-3, one vendor package (Meddco Metals)
was being held on a yellow flag sheet to alert TUGCO
auditors of next request for release so that TUGCO auditors
could accompany the TUGCO vendor compliance inspector to
resurvey the vendor. One otner vendor (Volumetrics)
performance evaluation record was reviewed and it showed a
vendor rating of greater than 90. The NRC inspector
interviewed the QA audit supervisor to determine what
objective evidence (as required by referenced TUGCO
Procedure DQI-CS-4.3, paragraph 3.2) was used to perform
the vendor evaluation and support vendor ratings. Preaward
surveys, previous audits, and receiving inspection reports
were used as objective evidence to give the rating.

The NRC inspector reviewed the receiving inspection
activity for previous release inspection shipments relative
to the aforementioned vendors. Receipt inspection
consisted of shipping damage inspection, receipt of
documentation, fdentification, and quality assurance
release.
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The NRC inspector reviewed the method by which the licensee
performed source selection to determine that procedural
requirements were met. QA plan Section 4.0, Revision 4,
July 31, 1984, required that a purchase order for
safety-related items not be issued to a vendor unless TUGCO
QA had reviewed and accepted the purchase order; i.e., QA
determines whether QA provisions are adequate and
determines that a preaward evaluation recommends selection
of the vendor.

when procurement solicited bids outside the AVL, TUGCO QA
requested that an uncontrolled copy of the vendors quality
assurance manual be sent with the bid response. In the
event of a positive bid response from the unapproved
supplier, the TUGCO procurement group forwards the QAM and
a request for QA program evaluation, Form QA-VE, to the
TUGCO QA audit group supervisor to initiate a preaward
survey per QA Procedure DQT-CS-4.4, paragraph 3.1.
However, until the preaward survey is compieted and a
supplemental memo has been issued by the audit group
supervisor, no further procurement action was taken.

The NRC inspector reviewed the actions taken when an
acceptable bidder takes exceptions tec the purchase order or
subcontract. Upon receipt of the exception, procurement
filled out an expediting request, assigns a procurement log
number, and forwarded this request to the field requisition
originator for engineering review and evaluation. Should
the engineering group allow the exception, the necessary
actions; 1.e., design changes, were initiated. The
expediting request was returned to procurement accompanied
by a field requisition documenting the change with the
approval signatures of engineering and QA.

The NRC inspector reviewed the method by which TUGCO
performed vendor ftem acceptance of safety-related
materials, parts, and components. TUGCO

Procedure DQP-VC-1, Revision A, June 4 1984,

paragraph 1.1, specified that the purpose was to establish
guidelines for performing final inspection and release of
TUGCO purchased equipment and applies to both
safety-related and nonsafety-related equipment. This
procedure allowed for a wafver, in which case the
inspection checklist applicable to the procurement
specification became the responsibility of CPSES receiving
inspection as described in BAR CPSES Procedure CP-QAP-3.1,
Revision 8, June 11, 1984, paragraph 3.4.1

The NRC inspector reviewed six vendor compliance
inspector's files to determine if training/certification
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records met the requirements of ANSI N45.2.6-1978 and TUGCO
Procedure DQP-VC-4, "Guidelines for Certifying Vendor
Compliance Personnel.” Section 3.2.2 states that a

Level Il inspector shall attend and satisfactorily complete
the nondestructive examination (NDE) courses. One
inspector had not completed all of the NDE courses but had
been certified. This finding was discussed with the vendor
compliance supervisor who stated that there is no real need
for certification in eddy current testing since inspectors
do not utilize this NDE technique and the requirements
would therefore be deleted from the procedure. The NRC
inspector verified the deletion of this requirement and
procedural revision during this inspection.

The failure to certify the inspector in accordance with the
procedure is a violation of Criterion V of Appendix B to
10 CFR 50 (445/8432-05; 446/8411-05).

No other violations or deviations were identified.
T Corpor A - Sit tiviti nterf

Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 requires TUGCO to establish proper
organizational and management interfaces, and procedures must describe how
various organizations coordinate and communicate design, procurement,
enyineering, construction, and QA/control activities and information. The
following paragraphs describe inspection of this requirement.

a. i rgani fon

TUGCO Procedure CP-QP-2.0, Revision 15, July 30, 1984, described the
site QA organization for design and construction. This organization
consisted of a site QA manager, QA supervisor, and a QC supervisor.
The site group performed no audit function, however, they did perform
QA surveillances. The site group consisted of 13 QA/QC managers and
more than 150 lead/QC inspectors and quality engineers. These
personnel inspected non-ASME work.

B&R QA manual! and implementing Procedure CP-QAP-03.01, Revision 6,
described their responsibilities for QA/QC and construction
activities pertaining to ASME work. This organization consisted of a
QA manager, QE supervisor, and a QC supervisor. The total QA/QC work
;85c| involved with design/construction activities was approximately

Severa! other site subcontractors such as Bahnson, Brand Industrial

Services, Inc., and Chicago Bridge and Iron, have small QA groups on
site and, as is the case with BAR, these organizations were audited

by their respective corporate offices.
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The NRC inspector interviewed the TUGCO site QA manager to determine
how the site QA group interfaced with the corporate QA office. He
stated that daily conversations occur between managers of these
organizations, however, he did not make written summary reports.
Quarterly trending reports which analyze reported nonconformances and
deficiencies are sent to the corporate QA manager.

Site Surveillances

The NRC inspector noted that surveillances were briefly mentioned in
TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 10; however, there was no mention
of how or if the surveillances would be used to complement the audit
program. During discussions with the QA manager and other personnel,
it was revealed that procedures were not tracked to assure that all
were a2udited. The present audit staff could not audit all site
procedures annually. The NRC inspector pointed out that the
surveillance function may complement and be used to (1) check that
all procedures are implemented; (2) identify nonconforming trends;
and (3) to feed potentially deficient or weak areas to the audit
group which could, in turn, factor this information into the audit
program. Audit priorities could then be established and the audit
personnel could be more effectively used.

TUGCO Surveillance Procedures CP-QP-11.2, 19.3, 19.4, 19.5, 19.5,
19.7, 20.0, and 27.0 described the surveillances of specific
activities; however, no general procedure which describes the overall
surveillance program was provided. The present pregram did not
appear to have sufficient purpose, direction, coordination, and
feedback in relationship with the overall QA program. Furthermore,
the inspection revealed that the surveillance staff had been reduced
from a supervisor and eight technical personnel to four technical
personnel. Considering the Lobbin Report this reduction of
surveillance effort may not be a prudent action.

As noted in the findings in the Lobbin Report; i.e., QA management
had not clearly defined the objectives and scope of the surveillance
program, it appeared that TUGCO needed to strengthen the surveillance
program. The TUGCO management decision to commit to a surveillance
program was a strength, but this lack of purpose and direction and
support was a program weakness.

Additionally, the surveillance group was no longer observing work in
Unit 1 but will now place most of their effort on Unit 2 construction
activities.

This matter is considered unresolved pending clarification of the
audit and surveillance program effort. and further review during 2
subsequent inspection (445/8432-06; 446/8411-06).
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The NRC inspector randomly selected and reviewed 28 surveillances
performed in 1982, 1983, and 1984. Findings and resolutions of these
findings were reviewed and in each case, written responses and
corrective action were adequate.

Site Design Activities

The NRC inspector reviewed and evaluated selected site activities
pertaining to design verifications, design chanrges, design inputs,
and control of vendor drawings as follows:

(1)

(2)

Design Verification - The NRC inspector interviewed the TUGCO
supervisor of engineering, support, and other engineering
personnel to determine how design verifications were perfcrmed,
and examined the related procedures, logs, and design
verification packages. Authorized design verifiers were
maintained on lists and an automated tracking system was in
place to assure that all design changes, i.e., design change
authorizations/component modification cards (DCA/CMC) were
verified. Three design verification reports were reviewed to
assure that the design verifier was on the authorized list.
Design verifiers were not to be involved in the original design
review to assure an independence. It was noted that each
DCA/CMC was being reviewed for verification. If there was no
authorized signoff, then the design was verified.

Audit TGH-23, conducted during August 1984, concentrated on
Unit 1 quality related activities for which onsite G&H design
review team had responsibility. The audit involved evaluation
of the program established and implemented for site review and
processing of changes (CMA and DCC) associated calculations and
287 design review packages were reviewed. No major technical
problems were identified during this audit.

Design Changes - The NRC inspecter interviewed engineers and
draftsmen in TUGCO engineering to determine how design changes
were processed and examined the related procedures, files,
reports, and tracking systems. A master list was maintained
identifying those individuals who were authorized to approve
design changes and G&H updates this 1ist by memo. The NRC
review of three design review files verified that the reviewers
were on the authorized list.

The NRC inspector alsc reviewed the method used to incorporate
field changes (DCA/CMC) into related drawings and the subseguent
review, approval, and incorporation of changes into as-built
drawings. One observation required additional discussions. The
drafting supervisor's (piping support) authority to incorporate
a change into a drawing was transmitted and signed by a clerk.
This was clarified as being acceptable by management because it
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was in accordance with established procedure (CP-EI 4.6-8,
paragraph 3.3) and also, as a final control, the as-built
drawing was reviewed and approved by an authorized project
engineer prior to release.

The NRC inspector examined how the TUGCO administrative services
group handled NRC IE Bulletins, Circulars, and Information
Notices. These documents were coordinated by the operations
support department and were distributed to the appropriate TUGCO
engineering group for action. Design changes resulting from
these inputs were processed in accordance with established
design control procedures. Responses from personne!l receiving
these reports were reviewed to verify that the reports were
adequately addressed. Summary reports and log sheets are used
to keep management current as to the status of the responses.

An INPO audit of the operating experience review program in 1982
noted the following good practice, "The procedures for handling
industry experience are excellent and are expected to provide a
firm base for developing an effective industry experience
program."

TUGCO QA audit Report TUG-41 was conducted in December 1983 to
review implementation of the operations support program for
evaluating and responding to NRC IE Bulletins, IE Notices,

IE Circulars, and generic letters. The auditors found the
program in compliance with procedural requirements and the
overall effectiveness of the program appeared to be adeguate.

(3) Design Document Control - Two packages were reviewed and these
contained evidence of vendor data checklists, indexes, approval
letters, and the vendor stamp on cdrawings was observed.

Site Procurement Activities

The NRC inspector determined that the TUGCO procurement function was
delegated to the TUGCO site organization. The major procurements
occurred several years ago; however, present procurement activities
associated with items procured offsite for installation were performed
by TUGCO or were contracted to G&H, (W), or B&R who were evaluated

and quaiified by TUGCO QA. Procurement documents were reviewed,
approved, and controlled; and receipt inspection of safety-related
items on site was performed in accordance with written procedures and
checklists.

The NRC inspector selected two procurement actions for review:

. P.0. CPF-1233-S issued to Conbusiion-Engineoring for the
procurement of a heated junction thermocouple system.

. CPF-10469-5 issued to Paul Monroe Hydraulics to refurbish four
Rockwell International actuators.



