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U. S. NUCIIAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMEh7

REGION IV

Report No. 50-445/80-01; 50-446/80-01

Docket No. 50-445; 50-446 '

Category A2

Licensee: Texas Utilities Generating Company
2001 Bryan Tower .

Dallas, Texas 75201

Facility Name: Comanche Peak, Units 1 & 2

Inspection at: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Glen Rose, Texas

Inspection conducted: January 1980

Inspector: :: 2. % 80
R. G. Taylor, Resident Reactor Inspector Date
Projects Section

j

Approved: 88----%

W. A. Crossman, Chief, Projects Section Date

Inspection Summary:

Inspection During January 1980 (Report 50-445/80-01; 50-446/80-n1)
Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection by the Resident Reactor
Inspector (RRI) including follow up to previous inspection findings;
safety-related piping installation and welding; examining circumstances
involved in " honeycomb" concrete in the Unit 2 walls; electrical equipment
testing and installation; and electrical cable pulling. The inspection
involved one-hundred six inspector-hours by one NRC inspector.
Results: Of the six major areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or
deviations were identified in five areas. One item of noncompliance was
identified in the area of electrical equipment qualification and installa-
tion (infraction - failure to provide instructions and procedures appro-
priate to the circumstances paragraph 6).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Principal Licensee Employees

*J. B. George, TUSI, Project General Manager
*J. T. Merritt, TUSI, Construction and Engineering Manager
*D. N. Chapman, TUGCO, Quality Assurance Manager
*R. G. Tolson, TUGCO, Site Quality Assurance Supervisor
*J. R. Ainsworth, TUGCO, Quality Engineering Supervisor

Other Personnel

*J. P. Clarke, Brown & Root, Senior Staff Engineer
*H. R. Rock, Gibbs & Hill, Project Manager

The RRI also interviewed other licensee and Brown & Root employees
during the inspection period.

* Denotes those persons with whom the RRI held on-site management
meetings during the inspection period.

2. Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Infraction (50-445/79-18): Failure to Follow Procedure for
Verification of Performance of Automatic Welding Machines. The
licensee notified Region IV, by a letter dated November 29, 1979,
that the procedure involved has been revised to clarify the responsi-
bilities for the required performance verification and the frequency of
accomplishment.

The RRI verified that the commitment has been tully implemented and
had no further questions.

(Closed) Infraction (50-445/79-18): Personnel Not Properly Trained
and Indoctrinated to Assure that Suitable Proficiency is Achieved and
Maintained. The licensee notified Region IV, by a letter dated November
29, 1979, that substantive steps would be taken to improve the training
and supervision of the personnel in the electrical quality control
group. The RRI has verified that various measures indicated in the j
reference letter have been completed and appear to have been successful.
In addition, the QC procedures for the electrical work have been

|significantly improved by providing much more explicit instructions to
the inspectors as to what is to be verified and how the verification
is to be accomplished.
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The RRI had no further questions in this matter.

(Closed) Deficiency (50-445/79-18): Failure to Follow Inspection
Procedure to Initial and Date Operation Traveler. The licensee
notified Region IV, by,a letter dated November 29, 1979, that
measures had been taken to improve the content of operation travelers
and to assure timely completion.

-The RRI reviewed these measures and found them to be effective and,
therefore, had no further questions.

(Closed) Infraction (50-445/79-27; 50-446/79-26): Failure to Update
Procedures. The licensee notified Region IV, by a letter dated
December 21, 1979, that all of the obsolete procedures involved in ,

the Notice of Violation had been revised or deleted as appropriate
to bring the procedures in line with current activities. The
licensee further indicated that management measures would be taken
to prevent recurrence. The RRI verified that the procedures have
been revised or deleted as stated and that it appears that the
management measures have been effective to date.

The RRI had no further questions at this time in this matter.

3. Site Tours

The RRI toured the safety-related plant areas several times weekly
during the inspection period to observe the progress of construction
and the general practices involved. Two tours were conducted during
portions of the construction second shift. One tour was conducted
on a Saturday to observe a special activity.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

4. Safety-Related Piping Installation and Welding

The RRI made several observations of the handling practices involved
during the installation of safety-related piping components including
spool pieces and valves. Primary attention was directed toward the
stainless steel items. These observations indicated that the craft
labor force accomplished the work in accordance with site procedures
and good industry practice.
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The RRI observed the following welds being made during the period
and verified that in each instance the welders and weld procedures
were properly qualified.

Weld Isometric Line Identification Welder Procedure

W-2 CS-2-SB-033 3-CS-2-315-301R3 APD 88023

FW-14 BRP-SI-1-037-1 10-RC-021-2501R1 AWT/BAL 99025

FW-4 BRP-SI-1-037-1 10-SI-1-1-3-2501R2 AHE 88025

The RRI also verified, by document review, that the weld filler metal
utilized in each of the above welds had been properly tested and
certified by the vendor, Sandvik, Inc. The document review also
extended to the components being welded together which includec five
spool pieces and one swing type check valve. The vendor data indicated
that each component had met applicable quality criteria of the ASME Code.

On November 29, 1979, the licensee informed the RRI that a small round
indication (about one-sixteenth inch) had been detected in a cast
stainless steel elbow in the Reactor Coolant piping about four inches
from the connecting weld to a steam generator. The licensee indicated
that Westinghouse personnel would investigate the indication and that,
based on the investigation, the licensee would determine its significance
in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). On January 31, 1980, the licensee
reported to the RRI that the investigation revealed the indication was
very shallow and would have had no safety consequence had it not been
removed.

The RRI had previously had discussions with the cognizant Westinghouse
personnel and was aware that the indication had been removed by light
surface grinding. The indication was verified as having been removed
by liquid penetrant and radiographic examination. The pipe wall
thickness in the immediate area of the grinding was examined by
ultrasonic means and indicated that there had been no infringement
on the required minimum wall thickness.

The RRI had no further questions in this matter.

The RRI examined the radiographs for the following welds during the
period and found each to be consistent with the requirements of the
ASME Code for the applicable class of service indicated by the last
number in linc identification. All radiographs displayed the sensitivity
required by ASME Code Section IV.
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Weld Isometric Line Identification
W-6 CS-1-RB-03 2-CS-1-109-2501R1

W-7 CS-1-RB-03 2-CS-1-109-2501R1

FW-35 SI-1-RB-21 1-SI-1-025-2501R1

FW-2-1 RH-1-RB-02-3 12-RH-1-002-2501R1

W-16 RC-1-RB-15-1 3-RC-1-111-2501R1

W-17 RC-1-RB-15-1 3-RC-1-111-2501R1

W-19 SI-1-RB-17 6-RC-1-046-2501R1

FW-1 SI-1-RB-44 1-SI-1-027-2501R1

W-10 CS-1-AB-003-1 2-CS-1-109-2501R1

W-11 CS-1-AB-003-1 2-CS-1-109-2501R1

W-12 CS-1-AB-003-1 2-CS-1-109-2501R1

W-37 RC-1-RB-15-1 3-RC-1-146-2501R1

W-4 CS-2-RB-21 2-CS-2-112-2501R1

FW-4 RH-1-RB-001 12-RH-1-001-2501R1

W-10 SI-2-RB-48 3-SI-2-339-2501R1

W-11 SI-2-RB-48 3-SI-2-339-2501R1

W-8 SI-2-RB-33 3-SI-2-033-2501R1

FW-2-2 CT-1-RB-031 6-CT-1-075-301R2

W-18 SI-1-RB-16 6-SI-1-029-2501R1

W-16 SI-1-RB-33 6-SI-1-092-2501R1

FW-3R1 SI-1- RB-053 6-SI-1-330-1501R1

W-17RI SI-1-RB-33 6-SI-1-092-2501R1
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Weld Isometric Line Identification

W-15 CS-2-RB-21 2-CS-2-112-2501R1

W-3 SI-2-RB-48 3-SI-2-339-2501R1

h-2 SI-2-RB-48 3-SI-2-339-2501R1

FW-2 RH-1-RB-001 12-RH-1-001-2501R1
.

W-3 SI-1-RB-13 6-SI-1-172-2501R1

W-10 SI-1-RB-16 6-SI-1-101-2501R1

FW-6 SI-2-RB-013 6-SI-2-330-2501R1

FW-7 MS-1-RB-004 32-MS-1-02-1303-2

FW-1 CT-1-SB-008 16-CT-1-013-301R2

During the observation of welding operations noted abc.ve in relation
to FW-14 on isometric BRP-SI-1-037-1, the RRI also examinad the vendor
fabricated spool for its physical configuration. The RRI noted that
the spool, which is identified as SI-1-1-RB-37-6 and fabricated by
ITT-Grinnell, had two three quarter inch sockolets welded on. The
FSAR Figure 5.1-1 indicated that one of the connections should be a
special item with only .375" through-wall hole rather than the normal
approximately .45" hole. The RRI noted that both sockolets had the
larger through-wall holes. Reference to isometric drawing BRP-SI-1-037-1
and incorporated Component Modification Card No. 8187 indicated that
one of the sockolets was to be removed and replaced with a special
half-coupling having the .375" hole. It was not clear from the revised
drawing or from the Component Modification Card how the oversize hole
through the pipe wall would be reduced to achieve the configuration

irequired.

The RRI also examined the comparable piping installation on another
leg of the reactor piping, as shown on isometric drawing BRP-SI-RB-033B,
and found that it too had the oversize sockolet and through-wall hole. l
This isometric, however, had not been changed to reflect the need to !
make correction. The special reduced size holes have apparently been |

| engineered into the design to effect a change in the ASME Code |
classification of the branch three quarter inch pipe and valve from
Class 1-to-Class 2 as allowed by footnote 2(a) to 10 CFR 50.55a.
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This matter was brought to the licensee's attention es a potential
deviation to the FSAR and design requirements and will be considered an
unresolved matter until such time as the branch connections are
actually welded and the through-wall holes are no longer measureable.

. No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

5. Unit 2 Containment Interior Concrete Walls

Throughout the last several months of 1979, the RRI noted that the
construction labor force was removing " honeycomb" on the exterior
face of the wall areas around and above the reactor area sometimes
referred to as the core walls. Such "honeycombing" removal is not
unusual in concrete work provided that it is neither very large
nor very deep into the structure.

On December 13, 1980, the licensee notified the RRI that further
removal of the " honeycomb" was being suspended pending an in-depth
investigation and engineering review since the area and depth
appeared be exceeding expected levels. The licensee indicated that
he considered the situation to be under review as a significant
construction deficiency, but that decision on formal reportability
could not be made until the investigation and review were completed.
The licensee further indicated that he was planning on utilizing
the services of a consulant, Meunow and Associates, to attempt,
by microseismic means, to obtain information on the total extent
of the problem.

The RRI observed a portion of the microseismic examination of the
area during this period and has reviewed the consultant's report
for that area observed being examined. As discussed in inspection
report 50-445/79-24; 50-446/79-23, the microseismic (sonic) investigative
technique is unique to the consultant, Mr. Meunow, who developed it and
is the only known person able to interpret the oscillographic data
obtained.

The RRI and other NRC inspectors will closely follow the repair activities
relative to these walls during future inspections.

6. Electrical Equipment Qualification Testing and Installation'

The RRI selected the Unit 1 Class IE safety-related battery chargers
ir an examination of the licensee's program for assuring that such
umponents have been tested, qualified and installed in accordance

with FSAR commitments. The battery chargers, identified as BCIEDI-1,
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BCIEDI-2, BCIED2-1 and BCIED2-2 on FSAR Figure 8.3-1-3, are required
to successfully pass the various qualification test included within
IEEE Standards 308, 323, 336, 344 and 383 as applicable to their
service locations.

The licensee's implementation of these commitments, which are contained
in FSAR Section 8.3, is by Project Specification 2323-ES-8B, " Battery
Chargers & Accessories."

The RRI reviewed the documentation provided by the vendor, Pawer
Conversion Products, Inc., and the licensee inspection release to ship
the components. This documentation indicated that the components all
successfully passed production level electrical tests satisfying the
requirements of the specification.

The RRI also reviewed the vendor's qualification type test report which
had been transmitted to the site via the A/E. This report, identified
as QR 23442 (with Supplements) indicated that the components had
successfully passed the type test performed by Wyle Laboratories. The
RRI noted, however, that it did not appear that either the lir.ansee or
his agents had reviewed the report for technical content and cetermined
for themselves the acceptability of the components. The A/E's letter of
transmittal of the report to the licensee stated " Approved for Arrange-
ment Only-Proceed with Fabrication, Subject to Compliance with all
Contract Requirements, Drawings and Specifications." Since the production
models of the chargers were on site and installed at the date of the
letter (September 13, 1979), it appeared that the A/E was approving the
format of the report, not its contents. Subsequent discussions with a
senior A/E representative established that the stated phrase does not
mean what it says and the report was, in fact, throughly reviewed for
technical content. The A/E's representative stated that the phraseology
of such letters wil.1 be changed or clarified in some manner to make it
clear that such components have been qualified in accordance with
requirements.

This will be considered an unresolved matter until such time as theA/E's response to this concern is reviewed.

During his review of the above identified qualification test report,
the RRI noted that the battery charger under test was welded to the
seismic shaker table by a series of fillet welds along the outside of
the mounting structural members and that the total attachment welding
amounted to nearly forty linear inches. The RRI hsd not inspected the
battery charger attachment to the site structure but had noted during
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tcurs how it was done. The RRI indicated that the installed attach-
ment welds could hardly have been more than half of the linear inches
that the vendor used in the qualification tests. The RRI obtained
quality control Inspection Reports IR-E-5724 dated January 11, 1979,
and determined that the attachment welding had been inspected and
accepted using Design Change Approval (CDA) 3380 to drawing 2323-El-713-1
as the basis. A copy of the DCA was obtained and the RRI reinspected
two of the four chargers installed.

The DCA specified that a total of eight three-eighth inch welds were
to be utilized for the attachment. The RRI's inspection revealed four
of the eight welds were substantially less than required by the DCA
primarily because the material being welded was only .200" thick.
The RRI also obtained a copy of Power Conversion Products, Inc. " Analysis |of Anchoring Method of 3SD-130-300 Charger for Comanche Peak Station."

|This document indicated that the vendor h Talyzed the site's proposed
|attachment method and found it to be satist._cory without noting that it

could not be accomplished, since the vendor-furnished mounting base to q
i

be welded was only .200" thick.

It appeared to the RRI that site engineering staff had provided an
inappropriate instruction for the attachment welding, that the vendor I

had " approved" the inappropriate design, and that site quality control I

had inspected the actual work and accepted the impossible.

The RRI noted for the record that the actual attachment welds may be
entirely adequate after a second engineering analysis of the as-built
weld configuration since the original Power Conversion Products analysis
indicated a safety factor in excess of 13:1, where 5:1 is generally
considered adequate. However, this was considered to be in noncompliance
with the intent of Criterion V of Appendix B. The Notice of Violation
containing the item of noncompliance was forwarded to the licensee
by letter, dated January 23, 1980.

7. Electrical Cable Installation and Inspection

During the inspection period, the RRI observed safety-related cable
E0009255 being installed in a portion of its raceway run from MCC XEB3-3
in the " Orange" switchgear room to the Service Water Intake Building.
This five conductor train A cable was of type W-148 as required by the
" Cable Pull Card."
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|The RRI also observed a portion of the installation activities of
another train A cable, E01000450 from the " Orange" switchgear room to
battery charger BCIEDI-1.

In both instances, the craft personnel indicated, by their actions, a
high degree of familiarity with the site procedure EEI-7 for cable
installation. The assigned QC personnel also appeared to be attentive
and well instructed in their activities.

The RRI reviewed the below recently revised QC procedures for content
and clarity:

a. QI-QP-11.3-26.1, Revision 2: Verify Raceway Acceptable For Pull

b. QI-QP-11.3-26.2, Revision 1: Verify Cable Pull Card

c. QI-QP-11.3-26.3, Revision 1: Verify Cable Acceptability

d. QI-QP-11.3-26.4, Rev.sion 1: Verify Conduit Swabbed

e. QI-QP-11.3-26.5, Revision 1: Verify Cable Pulling Set-up

f. QI-QP-11.3-26.6, Revision 1: Verify Cable Pulling Operations

The RRI noted that the parent proce .re, QI-QP-11.3-26, " Electrical
Cable Installation Activities," states that, except for power pulls
requiring tension monitoring, all cable installation activities are

subject to " surveillance" with a connotation of in process type
quality control whereas the above daughter procedures frequently require
" verification" with the connotation of manadatory complete inspection.
The RRI discussed this problem with members of the licensee's Quality
Engineering (QE) staff who indicated that the intent was to perform
curveillance rather than verification in all but a very few instances. The
RRI, during his observations of work, noted that surveillance was actually
being practiced in most instances. The RRI asked that QE consider
clarifying the phraseology of the procedures.

TheRRIrandomlyselectedanumberofekectricaldesigndrawingsobserved
in use by the craft personnel in order to evaluate the drawing distribu-
tion and retrieval system.
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The drawings listed below were found to be of current issue according to
the records maintained by the Document Control Center:

a. 2323-El-0600, Revision 12

b 2323-El-0601-02, Revision 5

c. 2323-El-0604, Revision 16

d. 2323-El-0942, Revision 6

e. 2323-El-0712-01, Revision 12

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

8. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance or deviations. Two such items are discussed in paragraphs
4 and 6 and will be titled " Class 1-to-Class 2 Transition Orifices"
and " Test Report Acceptance," respectively in future discussions of
these matters.

9. Management Interviews

The RRI met with one or more of the persons identified in paragraph 1
on January 7, 8, 11, 16, 17, 18, 22, 29 and 31, 1980, to discuss
various inspection findings and to discuss licensee actions and positions.
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