' 1426 8, Podk
Tallas, Texas  T522%

211, /948« Phkib
(CITIZENS ASSN.FOR SOUND ENERGY) = ot

Janvary 27, 4990

Mt. Willaam Counsil

Vice Chaarman

TV Electrace

2001 Bryen Tewer, Suste 1900
Dalles, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Counsil:

Subject: JTexas Utalitaes Electize Company, ¢t _al..
(Comanthe Peak Steam Electrac Stataon,
Units 1 and 2). Docket Nog. 50-445/50-446
CASE Soncerns

With further teference to my Januery 24, 1990, letter to you tegarding CASE
concerns, 1 am atteching copies of two additioneld CASE Concerns which have
been written up as part of the 'CASE Concerns process’ dircussed 2n ny
January 24th letter They are:

CASE Concern No. €9-0028, *“SUBJECT: Appsrent substanderd shop epplied

support welds, internal to secondary side of the Steam Generstors (all
four)."

CASE Concern No. B9-0034, "SUBJECT: A specific wizing snd connectaon
method 13 damaging sefety-related electraiceal wirang ”

As discussed in MYy Frevious letter, these two loncerns are not nev, and we
recognize that TU Electric may well heve slresdy taken cere cf them
however. we are not certaes~ ¢f this and they both zc5e t0 & level of mere
amportance ihan the cthers during ou: still-an-progress review,

1 am not certain whether or not thess could heve potential impast on fuel
losd/lov power licensing, but wanted to get them to you &5 soon as possible;
Susan Palmer is packing up copies of them and this cover letter today while
she 38 3n Dalles and will see to 3t thet the copies for TU Electrzic
personnel sre delivered.

Our review of those concerns of CASE whach are in the *CASE Concexns
process” is continuing end we will forwazd them to vou as they ere finslized,

On snother but releted subject, as 1 have discussed with Susan Palmer today,
CASE Consultant Jack Dovie plans to be at the site on Monday, January 29th,
and 1 would sppreciate your having somecne work with ham to set up &
mutually egreeable tinme sometime next week for him to meet with
knowledgeable TU perscnnel on the root cause analysis progranm end on the
downgrading of safety systems or portions of systems. As discussed in ny
Janvary 24th lettexr, this 18 nececsar * i° order fo1 CASE to make an sccursate
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ssrossment of the status of the current roet cause analysis program, how
mach 3t has progressed, etc.., ond the extent of problems with the
downgrading of tefety systems.

1f you have any questicons or need sdaitionsl information, please let me

know .

eet Dr.
M.

Dz

FEE

Sfincerely,

CASE (Caitazens Associataion for Sovnd
Energy)

: ! .‘ d “'
ts.) Juanata Ellze
Pretadent

Thomae Murley, Director, Office c¢f Nuclesr Rescter Reguletion, NkC
Dennie Crutcehfield, Arsastant Director of Specisl Projects, NRC
Christopher 1. Grames, Divector, Comanche Peak Project Division,
Office of Nutlear Reacter Regulation, NRC

. R. G, Warnick, Assastant Director for Inspection Program, Comanche

Peak Project Division, NOC
Ausaf Husain, Chairman, Operations Review Committee (ORC), TU
Electrae

. W, J. Cahill, Ji., Executive Vice Pressdent, TU Electzac
. Geoxge L. Edpar, Esg. . Newnman & Holtzinger, P. C

Susan Palmer, Stapulation Manager, TU Electrace



CASE CONCERN
No . 85-002% Page 1 of 3

Date Submitted by CASE to TU Electrace Z. FZ. u
Potentielly Impect Unit 1 Fuel Load?

-

..............O......................O...'.............................‘O..C

Preliminaty Discrepancy Category: (Check all peterntially sppliceble.)
SAFETY RELATED NON-SAFETY RELATED .: HOUSEKEEPING
HARDWARE v IMPORTANT 70 SAFETY v MAINTENANCE
DOCUMENTATION PROCEDURAL DEVIATION ACCESS
TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS TESTING

CODE DEVIATIONR STANDARD DEVIATION CALIBRATION
10CFRS0.55(e) PART 21 PROCUREMENT
FSAR DEVIATION UNIT 2 ENHANCEMERT ;Z STORAGE

OSHA SECURITY TRENDING
WORKYR SAFETY MANAGEMENT DEFICIENCY 01 KER

QA PROGRAMMATIC BREAKDOWN
A0CFRS0, APPENDIX B. CRITERION

WROKG-DOING
INTIMIDATION/BARASEMENT

POOR INDUSTRY CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE X
FOOR MANAGEMENT PRACTICE

DISCIPLINE(S) INVOLVED QA QC, Welding Enganeering, (Supplier)

DR R -..".-O'...........”...................................-

T0: (MRS.) JUANITA ELL1S, PRESIDENT OF CASE

')
FROM: e /[ R&/ PO
E. OTTNEY CONSULTANT -~ CASE
ON-SITE PROJECT MANAGER -~ CASE
..............'......O.....‘.-...........O.....'....O.......O.........‘.....
CASE-PERCEIVED POTENTIAL DISCREPANCY
(Use Continuation Sheets when necessary.)

1. SUBJECT: Apparent substanderd shop applied support welds, internal to
secondary side of the Steam Generators (all four)

CONCERN: The exposed structural shop welds, identified during
ingpection of the Steam Generato: internals, appesred to the
CASE Monitors to be of guestionable guality and integrity.
The welds which were visible (not covered by visquine to
protect installed ¢« sment) exhibited what appeared to be
substandard workmansi.p, ©.g. ., excepsive undercut, porosity,
cold welds, poseible undersize, poor profile, lack of fusion.
The geneial condition of the welds did net appear to meet any
code or standard weld inopection criteria (e.g. . AWS, ASME ,
ANSI1) previously known to the CASE monitors

......-.................-....’..........-..................‘........-.‘......



CONTINUATION SHEEY Poge 2 _of 3

CASE CONCERN NO. 85-002%5
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BACKGROUND DAZA:

As & result of monitoring & walding enginesring eudit, during the
CASE Monitors inspection of the Moisture Separator Modificetions
performed by Westinghouse Field Services personnel, the CASE
Monitors identified seversl spperent substendard weld workmenship
conditions to the TU Electrac Reactor Engineer accompanying the
CASE Monitors and later (on or esbout 6/13/89) to the TU Electrse
Stipuletion Mansger These welds were shop welds applied during
febrication oi the four Steam Generstors. The CASE Monitors
reguested to teview the weld anspection procedure that contained
the woikmanehip criteria utilized by the vendor ¢ qualaty contrel
inspection perscnnel during weld scceptente. To date, TU Electrae
has not identif:ed the Welding Code/Stendard or produced the
procedure utilized by the vendor to apply or inspect the
structurel welds asvociated with the Steam Senerstor Internsls
(secondary sade).

CASL MONITORS CONCLUSION:

A majority of the welds anternal to the Steem Generators whitch
were inspected by the CASE Monitors were of poor quality end
lacked spparent integrity, which also d1d not meet the inspection
reguirements known to the CASE Monitors ee¢ being standerd industry
prectize (o.g., AWS Di.1, ASME Sectaon II1. NP).

Therefore, the CASE Monitore are unable to verify the

acceptability of the welds, and have reason to question the
integrity of the welds,

RECOMMENDATION
The CASE Menitors recommend that TU Electric:

1) Kequire @ complete reinspection, by qualified Quality Control
Inspectors, of the structursl welds arplied internally to the
four Steam Generators. CASE recommends that ASME Section
111, NF, or AWS D1.1 acceptance criterie be applied.

2) Document as a defaciency all unacceptable welds.

3) Rework all unacceptable and/or questionable welds.

4) Apply dtems 1.2 and 3 to the Unit 2 Steam Generators to
sssure the guality of the Unit 2 welds.



: CONTINUATION SMEET Page 3 of _3

CASE CONCERN NO. §8-0025
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Westinghouse Procedure (this procedure is “lassified as
proprietary and therefore not available to CASE for review)
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CASE CONCERN

No.89-00234 Page 1 of %
Date Submatted by CASE to TU Electrie: /- 27~ L7
Potentielly Impact Unit 1 Fuel Load? ?’
........O..O...........Q...................‘.........-......................
Preliminary Discrepanty Category: (Check all potentially appliceble.)
SAFETY RELATED NON-SAFETY RELATED _ HOUSEKELPING
HARDWARE IMPORTANT TO SAFETY MAIRTENANCE
DOCUNMENTATION PROCEDURAL DEVIATION ACCESS
TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS TESTING
CODE DEVIATION STANDARD DEVIATION CALIBRATION
10CFRS0.56(e) _ o/ PART 21 ® PROCURENMENT
FSAR DEVIATION UNIT 2 ENEANCEMENT v STORAGE
OSHA SECURITY D TRENDING
WORKER SAFETY MANAGEMERT DEFICIENCY OTHER:

TU Electric
Specificetion
Deviation

<

QA PROGRAMMATIC BREAKDOWN
A0CFRS0, AFPENDIX B, CRITERION 1K, B _2¥Y

WRONG-DOING
INTIMIUDATION/ HARASSMENT

POOR INDUSTRY CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE X
POOR. MANAGEMENT PRACTICE

DISCIPLINE(S) INVOLVED__ QA QC, Elecxricel Construction

-....................‘......................................-......-.'......

T0: (MRS.) JUANITA ELL1S, PRESIDENT OF CASE

FRON. W_Mo
E. OTINEY CONSULTANT -~ CASE

ON-SITE PROJICT MANAGER -~ CASE

CASE-PERCEIVED POTENTIAL DISCREPANCY
{Use Continuation Sheets when necessary )

I va) ¢ A specifiec wiring and connection method ie dameging safety-
related electrical wiring.

CONCERN: Duting CASE monitorang of 10U Electric Audit QAA-E5-21A,

*flectracel Construction Audit.,” the CASE Monitor

Sample of observed two (2) conditions that were contrary to

improperly quelity, one of which was en out-cf-scope observetaon.

stripped

wite NOTE: These two (2) observations by the CASE Moniter
were imnediately discuseed with the TU Electric Lead

Unat | Auditor: howaver, :he events were not documented in the

(Vnat 2) « final Audit Report as either deficiencies of

Generis observations. The Lead Auditor did, however, state that



CASE CONCERN NO. $9-0034 CONTINUATION SHEEY Page 2 of §
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CONCERN (continued):

he discuseed the items with the sudited crganizetion
during the sudit exit meeting. It doer not appear that
the one sut-of-scope deficiency was handled as such:
1.0., wat not yeported by the TU Electzic auditor to the
QA individual desagnated to follow up on CASE out-of-
scope observations, but was discussed as part of the
electriceal construction audit exit meeting.

BACKGROUND

A CASE Consultant monitored the field portion of the TU Electrae

CA hudat QAA-89-21A desling with the electrical terminations made
in Weidmuller Termination Blocke Thie sctivity took place from

July 24 through July 28, 1989,

Two (2) sctivities were observed by tsw CASE Moniter which, an the
assorsment of the CASE Monitor, were contrery to good construction
practices, and should have been formally addressed in the subject
sudit report as deficiencies. These oboervations were discussed
with the Aucit Team Leader at the time and were verified by him to
be potentiesl probleme, contrary to gualaty The CASE Monitor was
not able to be st the audit exit meeting, but it i1¢ understood
that the two (2) conditione were discuseed at the exit with the
sudited organization & management in attendance; however, there s
no documented evidence of this happening. Moreover, there is no
evidence fiom the audited organization that a problem was
recognized by then and that adeguate corrective action would
tesult. The two observed conditions were as follows:

1) A very large constzruction worker was removing electrical
cable from a ceble zeel which wes attached to a fixture which
allowed the reel to rotate Inetead of the reel being
totated by hand and another craft worker coiling the cable as
it wae ramoved from the reel, the construction worker himself
was manually both pulling the cable off the teel and then
coiling the cable on the floor. The excess cable from the
teel became entangled with the fixture and stopped the reel
from moving.

The immediate reaction from the worker was to pull on the
cable with more force until 1t became obvious thut force
slone would not solve the gituation: he then cut the cable
free from the fixture and continued on with the operation as
before Thie doer not necessarily mean that the cable was
stretched and/or pulled with a force grester than allowed,
but in the sssessment of the CASE Monitor, it certsinly could
have been.

i R S Y Y s
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2)

To the knowledge of the CASE Monitor, this event was not
anvestigated by either the suditor or the sudited
organization to see if demage could have occurred or if pull
tension could have been excesded. Also, to the knowledge of
the CASE Monitor, similer or previous sctivities were not
investigseted by either the suditor or the audited
organizetion to see if 1t was common prectice by the specifac
craft worker or others to remove cable from & reel by pulling
on the cable itself, reathexr than roteting the r1esel to avoad
ttreseing the ceble. This, an the assessment of the CASE
Monitor, definitely could have resulted in damege if{ the
cable heiny removed was coax.

It was observed by the CASE Monitor during the wire-stripping
operstion, praer to terminating the wite into the Weidmuller
Terminal Block, that the mechanicel wire-stripping tool being
used to strap the invulation frem the wire center conductor
wae of o type (edjustable cutting jaws) that, in the
exporience of the CASE Monitor, has been & source of trouble
in the menufecturing dndustry, in that it hes & history of
screping end nicking center conductors and daaegang the
insuletion matesial during the operation. The CAEE Monitor ' s
nxperience wes that Genersl Electric hed eliminsted the use
of this tool (made by ldeal) in their wiring and termination
operations, as well es other locstions that the CASE Menitor
wap personally aware of

When the CASE Monitor recognized the type of tool being used
during the eudit, the metter war immedistely discussed with
the TU Electric suditor. The TU Electric suditor had the
technician strip a sample for the CASE Moniter using the same
tool and technique. The wire sample showed signe of the jaws
scraping & strand of the center conductor, which is
unacteptable sccordiang o the inspection criteris (3.8, no
evidence of damage is# allowed) The three wires already
etripped were then inspected and two (2) were found te be
scraped/damaged and were redone.

The straipping tool utilized aleo damaged the wire insulation
on both sides where the tool gripped the wire The jaw
tension was such that it tore/cut/bruised the insulsation in
seve:al places. Apparently no evaluatisn was conducted to
eee if 1t excveded specification limits (10% into the
insulation)

The Inspection Report (IR) conteined in the Work Package did
not appear to reguire inspection of the i1nsulation fo3
damage. The Inspection Report did, however, reference 82323
E100, Appendix K, for inspection criterie This
epecification i massive and was not available at the work
station for teview or reference There was no visible

......'............I....-...‘...........-..........‘..-..........'....."...
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andicotion to the CASE Monjtor that the QC Inspector exeamined
the ineuletion for damege.

Fainally, it 31¢ the experience of the CASE monitor (et General
Electzie, Duane Arneold Energy Center) thet wiring end
connection methode, of which wite stripping ie & part, aze
treated as & Specieal Process which includes, among othet
contzols, quelificetion of the process, procedurer,
squipment , and personnel. The same Jevel of controel does not
seem to be applied at CPSES This 398 consadored by the CASE
Monitor to be paremount, especially with reduced inspectios
antervale {or 1ing tongue terminations .,

CASE MONITOR 3 CONCLUSION
1) The Jdoal-menufsctured tool used to strip four (4) wires

2)

3)

q)

5)

6)

(sncluding the senple) produced two (2) defective stripping
sesultes (3.8, ., the wites vwerv scraped, expoting bare coppet)
The toel therefore, has the potential, based on the exanmples
Giscussed, of producing up to S0% defective wire stripping
opetrations. even when utilized by » trained cperstor

As & soparate matter, the CASE Monitor was informed by the
operator that the Jdeal-menufectured stripping tool i1s widely
used and, to his knowledige, is the only type provided to the
operators. This fact iv of grest concern to the CASE Monatos
and, in the aseessment of the CASE Monitor, puts the stetus
of the wiring et CPSES in an indeterminete status whenever
that type of toeol, or a saimiler type of tool, is used,

The use of the ldeal-manufactured stripping tool becomes &
large potential problem due to reduced anspections (i e., one
per week) when applied to ring tongue terminals

The prectice of remeving cables from cable reele by pulling
on the cable itself can create overstressing/etretching of
cables, erpocially 1f used for coax

The two deficiencies described an this CASE Concern should
have been documented in the audit report and by the sudited
organization s QA progrem and corrective action taken. The
overall impact of these deficiencies apparently was not
evaluated for all previous activities effecting quality.
Theres i no documented evidence that the use cf the ldeal
Strapping Tool (and/oxr other types with mechsanical
sdiuetmente) has been evaluated for future use

The inspection criteria contained in the Inepection Report
(IR) appeated to be deficient in that inepection of the wire
insulation after stripping was not reguited

LR R R R R R R R R R L
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7) ihe 16/ erencing of othor documents for informetion necescary
to accomplish work (rather than having complete anstructions
incladed in the work procedure itself) appears to put an
unnecessary and possibly counterproductive burden on the user
to carry to the f£ield when regquired. The inspection criterie
utilized during this operetion did net eappear to stand on its
own merits without reference to other documents which were
not evaileble ot the work station

NDA N
The CASE Monitor zecommends that TU Electrice

1) Discontinue vee of the ldeal-manufectured ptipping tool and
any other similar mechanically sdjustadble stripping tools.

2) If the ldeal-menufactured tool or similar tools axe still to
be used, explcre the possibility of only usang the toel te
seporste the insulstion once cut, not for completely removing
the insuletion from the wire. Once cut, the insuletion can
easily be removed by hand, without the risk of possible
damage from the tool Take stepe to aspure hat everyone
using such toale 18 correctly trained an their use,

3) Explore adding wiring and connection methods ot & special
ptocess 1in order to support reduced interval inepections.
Perform a random sample (3 .e., utilizing MIL TD 105D as a
guide) of previously completed work utilizang the ldeal-
manufectured stripping toel (or any comparable type of
me-hanically adjustable toole) to assure that the guality and
invegrity of each operation meets specification criteria

4) Upgrade present procedures to assure proper removal of cables
from cable reels. Train all personnel to the acceptable
criteria/methods Evaluate the amount of pulling tension
that can be applied before damage to various cebles can
result. Determins if manual pulling tension can exceed that
regquirement . Evaluate the condition reported

5) Review the sudit practice of not reporting apperent
defaciencies in the audit repoert. Review out-of-scope
reporting and coxrective action reguirements Retrain as
necessary Review the use of the Ideal-nmanufactured
stzipping tool with the audited organization and deotermine
1ts effect on past and future operations

6) Review the Inspection Report utilized for the stripping
cperation zeported in this CASE Concern Determine 1f 1t was
adequate for wire insulstion criteria Perform a program to
ingpect previous wire operations where the ldeal tool was
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utilized to asvure that any inrulation damage i within
opecification limits.

?7) Keview the prectice of using extensave references to support
field activities (rether than having complete instructions
included in the procedure itself). Upgrade present criteria
to escure all inspection attributes/reguirements are included
in each inspection report.

8) Review the geneiic implications of stem 7) above for othex
procedures and 1astructive-type documents planned to be used
in the field in radistion work areas once the plant goes inte
operation.

REFEKENCE
A. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix | Critericn IX, Contrel of Special
Procesnes, stetesn:

"“Measures shall be established to assure that special
processes, including welding, hest tresting. and non-
destructive testing, are:

*a) controlled;: and

"b) accomplished by gualified personnel using qualified
procedures an accordance with applicable codes,
standards, specifications, criteris and other special
requirements.”

NOTE: Although TU Electric does not specifically classafy
wiring and connection methods as s “Specia’ Process.,” it is
the experience and assessment of the CASE Monitor that the
procees of wire strippinc and crimping requizes special
tools, training, &nd skills by the operator, and should be
ireated as such.

10 CFR Part 50, Appondix B, Criterion X, Inspection. stetes, in
part:

"Examinations, measurements, or tasts of materials or
products processad shall be performed for each work cperation
where necessary to assure guality If inspection of
processed material or products i1s imposeible or
disadvantageous, indirect contrel by monitoring processing
methods, equipment, and perscnnsi shall ke provided.

e e o
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10 CFR Pert 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, Corrective Action,
states, an part:

“Measures chall be established to essure that conditions
adverse to guality, such as . . deficiencies, devistione,

sre promptly identified and corrected. In the case of
significant conditions adveree to quality, the measures shall
assure that the cause of the condition is determined and
corrective acticn taken to preclude repetition.”

Procedure NQA 3.09-3.0%, Quality Control Inspection of Termination
Activities, stetes, in part:

6.1.8 “"limited frequency inspection of the listed items
shall be performed at a frequency as noted below

Item No. 2 “"Conductor insulation removal - weekly®

“Items 2 and 3 listed siove are for terminations which
utilize ring tongue terminals.'

NOTE: The operation reviewed by the CASE Monitor did not
invoelve ring tongue terminals: however, the concern is that
1f the "ideal” type of a stripping tool was also ueed in this
application, an extensive nonconforming condition could
exist, esiince there are potentially hundreds of thousands of
these terminals used throughout the power plent in safety-
related eystems.

Figure 7.8, Item 2, requires the inspector to look for
"Conductor ineulstion removal/conductor damage.” This figure
also refere the inspector to Specification 52323-£100,
Appendix K, Paragreph $ 4.1, which states: “During limited
fregquency inspections verify that conductor strands are not
cut or migeing und free from gouges or scrapes, that expose
bare copper.”

Specification S2223-E100. Appendix K also gives the following
inspeciion criceraa (Section V).

5.8.1 Weidmuller Terminal Blocks"
) (in part) "Conductor strande shall not be
cut/miesing anl ehall be free of gouges or
scrapes .’

5.19 “Field Texrminations"
(e) "Exposed jacket/insulation shall be free of

damage as specrified in Section I of this
dpoendax.”

Rl B R Y
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Section I, page 39, paragreph L.7.1 states, in part:

“The fellowing cable conditions are scceptable.

as e WA “ITnsulation cuts, scrapes., gouges ©r bruises
that extend 10% or less inte the insulstion
wall thickness, provided that damage 18
ioceted inside eguipment enclosures, junction
boxes, or cabinets."
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