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Mr. Oliver D. Kingsley, Jr. PD 11-4 Reading
Senior Vice President, Nuclear Power SRStein
Tennessee Valley Authority KBarr, Region II
6N 38A Lookout Place
1101 1Market Street
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402-2801

Dear Mr. Kingsley:

SUBJECT: WATTS BAR UNIT 1 - TVA RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION RESULTING
FROM INSPECTION REPORT 50-390/89-200

This is a response to your letter dated April 27, 1990, that replied to the
Notice of Violation resulting from our Broad-Based Construction Assessment
documented in the subject inspection report. Your letter was reviewed by the
assessment team leader, Mr. Steven R. Stein. Specifically, we found:

(1) Examples 1 and 3, Violation A, are still considered violations of
requirements. However, we recognize that you are eliminating the data
sheet method of documenting QC verifications and instituting an inspec-
tion report method. The new method, if properly implemented, will
eliminate the deficient use of the data sheets.

(2) TVA's response and actions to Example 2, Violation A are adequate.

(3) TVA's response and actions to Examples 1 through 4, Violation B, are in
general adequate. However, we plan to verify your corrective actions
when complete because of the extent and scope of work required to fully
implement the corrective actions.

Details may be found in the enclosed document. If you or your staff would
like clarification of this letter or its enclosure, please feel free to call.

Sincerely,

Original signed by
Peter S. Tam, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate 11-4
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Enclosure:
As stated
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Mr. Oliver D. Kingsley, Jr. -2-

cc:
Mr. Marvin Runyon, Chairman
Tennessee Valley Authority
ET 12A 7A
400 West Summit Hill Drive
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Director
Tennessee Valley Authority
ET 12A 11A
400 West Summit Hill Drive
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Mr. John B. Waters, Director
Tennessee Valley Authority
ET 12A 9A
400 Ilest Summit Hill Drive
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Mr. Dan Douthit, Program Manager
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Tennessee Valley Authority
P. 0. Box 800
Spring City, Tennessee 37381

Mr. R. J. Stevens, Site Li
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Tennessee Valley Authority
P. 0. Box 800
Spring City, Tennessee 37J

censing Manager
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Mr. 14. F. Willis
Chief Operating Officer
ET 12B 16B
400 West Summit Hill Drive
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902
General Counsel

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 West Summit Hill Drive
ET 11B 33H
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Mr. Dwight Nunn
Vice President, Nuclear Engineering
Tennessee Valley Authority
6N 38A Lookout Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37902

Dr. Mark 0. Medford
Vice President and Nuclear

Technical Director
Tennessee Valley Authority
6N 38A Lookout Place
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402-2801

Mr. Edward G. Wallace
Manager, Nuclear Licensing

and Regulatory Affairs
Tennessee Valley Authority
5N 157B Lookout Place

\Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402-2801

Mr. Richard F. Wilson
Vice President, New Projects
Tennessee Valley Authority
6N 38A Lookout Place
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402-2801

Honorable Robert Aikman, County Judge
Rhea County Courthouse
Dayton, Tennessee 37321

Honorable Johnny Powell, County Judge
Meigs County Courthouse, Route 2
Decatur, Tennessee 37322

Mr. Michael H. Mobley, Director
Division of Radiological Health
T.E.R.R.A. Building, 6th Floor
150 9th Avenue North
Nashville, Tennessee 37219-5404

Regional Administrator, Region II
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
101 Marietta Street, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Senior Resident Inspector
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Route 2, Box 700
Spring City, Tennessee 37381

Tennessee Valley Authority
Rockville Office
11921 Rockville Pike
Suite 402
Rockville, Maryland 20852
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ENCLOSURE

REVIEW OF TVA'S REPLY
TO NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-390/89-200

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Violation A, Examples 1 and 3:

TVA denied examples 1 and 3 of Violation A. TVA asserts that the
post-inspection requirements marked as "N/A" relate to restoration of temporary
conditions and temporary wire lifts associated with internal wiring and compo-
nents. And since the work being performed (removal arid later reinstallation of
hand switches) did not involve temporary changes to "installed equipment," the
requirements were appropriately markeFd as not applicable.

TVA also asserts that the use of Data Sheet 1 was proper and the activity being
documented could be identified through generic notes in the comments section of
the fcrm along with the associated design documents also listea on the data
sheets.

TVA's reply only addressed the replacement of resistors in certain hand
switches. The reply did not address the team's findings regarding other
control board components.

The team found and reported that the work plans being used to remove and
reinstall devices on the control room boards did not include a QC verification

Sfor device ratings or other post-installation attributes. The QC inspectors
also had expressed to the team concerns about their inability to verify
ratings. The control boards were being modified extensively with many devices
removed and temporarily sturEd in other locations before reinstallation. The
scope and extent of the work provided many opportunities for error. An effec-
tive, prudent quality program would permit the QC inspectors to verify attri-
butes such as device ratings arfa proper connection. An effective program also
would iticlude a QA review for verification points that hive been eliminated.

It was the generic nature of Data Sheet 1 that the team found to be inadequate.
The form was used to document QC verification for various types of wiring and
termination work without explicitly documenting wheit was previously verifiec.
The inadequate use of the form was also evidenced by the numerous explanatory
notes that were required in an attempt to document what was performed. A final
QA review for completeness of the work pldn would not be effective if the
reviewer could not determine what work had been performed and what had been QC
verified.

The NRC team still considers these examples to be violations of requirements.
However, it also recognizes that TVA is elimintting the data sheet method of
ducumenting QC verifications and instituting an inspection report methoo. The
new method, if properly inmplemented, will eliminate the deficient use of the
data sheets.

Violation A, Example 2:

IVA's response and actions to this example are adequate.
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Violatior B, Examples 1 through 4:

TVA's response and actions to the specific examples and to the violation in
K general are adequate. However, the NRC should verify corrective actions when

complete because of the extent of several examples and the scope of work
required to fully implement the corrective actions.
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