UKITED 8TATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WABHINGTON D € 20880

AN 21 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: Christopher 1. Grimes, Director
Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

H. Shannon Phillips, Senior Resident Inspector
for Inspection Programs

Comanche Peak Project Division

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: TV ELECTRIC RESPONSE TO EA 88-310

The information presented by TU Electric during the enforcement
conference related to the SWS coating removal conference and their
subsegquent response to EA B88-310 on that matter 48 innacurate and
incomplete. The deficiencies in thelr review of procured services
(Code V) are addressed in my inspecticn geport 50-445/446 89-23, as
a follew-up to that action. However, other aspects of TV Electric's
position during the enforcement conference and their attitude
regarding the lessons learned from the SWS coating removal project
are not included in that report, at the direction of my management.
Nevertheless, I feel very strongly that this additeonal information
is yelevant to the enforcement action and may warzant & higher
severity level upen review of new information.

The feollowing is a brief summary of examples which show that
TV Electric did not provide complete and accurate information to the
NRC concerning enforcement matters that were being evaluated.

Details which support these examples are discussed in Enclosures 1
through 8.

° TV Electric management zeacted emotionally to the SWS
deficiencies identified in the exit feor 50-445/88-47;
50-446/88-42. This caused TV Electric’'s staff to provide
incomplete informatien. (See Enclosure 1 for details.)

TU Electriec management was aware of other Code V procurements
for services (work) on the CCW heat exchangers, steam
generators, and emergency diesel generators that were similarly
deficient, but 4id not provide this information to the NRC.
{See Enclosure 2.)

TV Electric management e@rroneously concluded that the
procedures, work, imspection, and surveillances were adeguate
because a comprehensive review of the procedures, work, and
records was not performed. 1Instead, they relied on imspections
and QA surveillances that apparently were inadeguate. (See
Enclosure 2.)
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. TV Electric management stated that spinblaster damage did not
occur in Train B, but three inspectors observed apparent
damage. (See Enclosure 3.)

. TU Electric management stated that damage to the piping did not
affect the integrity or the functioning of the piping. Also,
the defects were not considered significant. This statement is
misleading, because the integrity and the functioen was affected
and the defects were significant from a partial QA program
breakdown and construction deficiency standpoint (50.55(e)).
(See Enclosure 4.)

. TU Electric management stated that a contributing cause was
work occurring at the safety/nonsafety interface of the metal
surface of the piping and the plasite coating. This statement
was misleading because the impact of nonsafety-related activity
on safety-related activity must be considered from the start of
construction through deactivation of nuclear plants. This
issue had previously arisen and caused problems and was not a
new problem. (See Enclosure 5 and 6.)

. TU Electric management inferred that technical and QA controls
were comprehensive and the deletion of QA requirements had no
effect on the outcome. This apparently was not the case based
on NRC findings. (See Enclosure 7.)

. TU Electric management stated that project unigueness
contributed to the deficiency. This is no defense if true as
many unique activities must be controlled, for example, setting
the vessel at a one unit site is unique in that it occurs once.
This does not excuse deficiercies and damage and would not be
considered an extenuating circumstance. (See Enclosure 8.)

I believe that the first three examples alone would be sufficient
grounds for reconsidering the enforcement (EA=310) for a higher
severity level. The other examples show that a pattern existed,
that is, TU Electric staff responded to the highest management
request for information to discredit the findings. 1 believe the
attitude displayed in response to the NRC findings is a more serious
problem than the SWS deficiencies that were identified.

Accordingly, I recommend that EA-310 be considered for a higher

severity level.

H. 8. Phillips, Senior Resident
Inspector for Inspection Programs

Comanche Peak Project Division

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
Detalils of Incomplete Inaccurate Information

e¢: R. F. Warnick, NRR
H. H. Livermore, NRR



ENCLOSURE 1

In May 1988, the NRC jdentified potential viclations &nd made

TU Electric aware that the NRC did not think that the appropriate
OA./QC and technical controls were applied to the SWS coating removal
preject. TU Electric middle management (engineering, project, and
OA) took little or no action in response to the NRC, but maintained
that they were confident that the project and QA controls were
entirely adeguate. The NRC received feedback from meetings
conducted by TV Electric that construction management recognized the
fact that controls were inadequate and asked that the project be
stopped. Needless tO say, the project managers told them all was

well and refused to listen.

on July 28, 1988, TV Electric discovered a 1/2-inch hole caused by 2
lack of QA/QC and technical controls applied to the sandblasting
(spinblastinq) of the 10-inch SWS piping. subsequently,
eighty-eight other defects were found in 650 feet of the piping. As
U Electric had done little or nothing to correct the generic
deficiencies, these defects left middle management without any real
defenses and the NRC exit for inspection 50-445/88-47; 50-446/88-42
was only three days away. The defect was found on Friday, July 29,
1988, and wAS reported to the NRC on August 1, 1988, (one day before
the exit).

on August 2, 1988, the NRC summarized the findings that had been
identified during the three month period including the most recent
development, the hole in the pipe. This information was provided to
the TU Electric representative who routinely provided the
information to Messrs. counsil and Nace, top management prier to the
exit. Wwhen Mr. Counsil learned of the NRC findings, he contacted
Mr. Partlow, NRC Headquarters oOffice of Special Projects. Mr.
partlow in turn contacted Mr. H. Livermore, NRC site supervisor, who
informed the NRC inspector of Mr. Counsil's protest. Mr. Counsil
protested to Mr. partlow because he thought there was an agreement
petween him and NRC site supervision. He said the NRC had agreed
that Mr. Phillips, NRC inspector, would not give the findings at the
exit. He said that the NRC inspector was trying to embarrass

TU Electric in front of CASE, the intervenor (the first exit CASE
attended after the settlement). The NRC inspector and superviscrs
were unaware of any such agreement. The NRC inspector offered to
delay ¢iving the findings, but supervision directed the inspector to

give the findings.

After the inspector gave the findings (violations) on the lack of
control of work activities on SWS piping, Mr. Counsil challenged the
inspector. That is, he reiterated that the NRC was not supposed to
give the findings per an agreement. The inspector stated that the



NRC was unaware of any such agreement. Mr. Counsil was visibly
angry and turned to two senior managers and said, “load up your guns
on this one." several NRC inspectors commented that Mr. Counsil's
pehavior was very inappropriate. (There was a virtual repeat at the
next exit with operations personnel on another violation.)

NRC inspectors received feedback that gave further insight about
what happened. About midway through the coating removal project,
construction management recognized the lack of controls and
recommended stopping work until adequate controls were put in place.
Engineering and the project management basically told these managers
to sit down and be quiet as they were running the show and had
everything under eontrol. After the damaged piping was found, a
pre-exit meeting was held and the same managers reiterated their
concerns about the lack of controls they had been concerned about
and now the same ones had been identified by the NRC. These
managers suggested that TU Electric should simply admit to the
errors, fix the problems, and assure the coating removal on Unit SWS
was adeguate. The project manager maintzined that the QA and
technical controls were applied, but testing simply was not
correctly modeled. Mr. Counsil decided to listen to the project
manager. At the post exit meeting Mr. Counsil was described as
highly emotional and was livid. These demonstrations in front of
his staff let his staff know he wanted to discredit the NRC
findings. The Enforcement conference handout did the job of
discrediting the NRC findings by providing incomplete and inaccurate

information.

The project manager provided a major portion of the input for the
enforcement conference. 1In discussions with this manager (whose
nuclear experience was 1imited), it was evident that he believed
they had imposed all necessary controls and had just not foreseen
the test modeling problem. with this belief, he could provide
inaccurate information. It appears that other managers provided Mr.
Counsil with the information to discredit the NRC findings by
accenting the positive and leaving out the negative. The werding in
the Enforcement Handout is worded to the legal 1imit, that is, it is
true in part, but not in the whoie. I have no evidence that there
was intent to deceive the NRC, but it appears that the highest
management caused the staff to skew the infermation.

without accurate and complete information, the NRC understandably
could not adequately evaluate the enforcement matters under
consideration. Accordingly, the severity level was reduced from
Level 111 to Level IV. Tre previous enforcement needs to be
reconsidered. In addition, the failure to provide accurate and
complete information is really more serious than the SWS
deficiencies that were jdentified.



ENCLOSURE 2

TU Electric did not provide information at the Enforcement
Conference that was later found in TU Electric's memorandum

NE 22156. The information would have provided six examples of
deficient Code V procurements for services (work) en safety-related
components in additien to service water. TU Electrie's £inding in
response to TXX-89070 dated February 8, 1988, stated that the
inspection and surveillance reports assoclated with the six Code V
procurements for services showed that the reguisitioned work was
satisfactorily completed, but did not discuss defieiencies in
memozandum NE 22156. An NRC inspection determined that

TU Electric's review of inspection and surveillance reports alene
and limited wozk records would not address the QA program
deficiencies or assure that work was suceessfully completed. As a
minimum procedures, work, and records should have been reviewed. In
addition, one could argue that such documents existed for SwWs
activities but despite this damage occurred because QA requirements
were not established, procedures were inadeguate, inspection was
inadequate, and nonconformances were not identified and documented.

The following are the inspection findings concerning the six
services provided.

Chemica leaning of CCWHX

. TU Electric Surveillance Activity Report 87-022 and
Memorandum TCP-87027 indicated that overall chemieal cleaning
process for Train A (Units 1 and 2) was not appropriately
controlled. These deficiencies were net documented in

deficiency reports and evaluated to assure correction before
cleaning Train B (several months latey).

Inspection and survelllances concluded that vendor chemical
procedures were adequate when they were not.

No documented evidence was provided to show that vendor

personnel were appropriately trained to follow TU Electric's QA
program.

There were no inspection reports for the chemical cleaning
process.

Surveillance checklists were generic and did not adequately and
specifically eddress process controls. The conclusions for
different checklist items were conflicting.




utting € nd

§720 tube cuts were made for 2 CCWHXS, howeve., url’ 25 were
inspected to assure the cut met dimensional raguirements. NO
in process inspection eontrols for the cutting Erocels was
described.

DCA 25192, Revision 0, reguired 1/8 inch minimum radius;
however, this was not inspected.

The surveillance checklist and evaluation of this process did
not address the above issues.

The surveillance summary contained a comment that the vendor

lacked discipline, tools, and gxperience probably should have
peen a £inding.

Coating of CCWHXS

. surveillance SR-86-007 concluded that the surface preparation
was acceptable based on inspection report iR=-B6~0289. The
inspection of surface was either not done or if done, it was
not documented in IR-86-0288.

inspection of areas, where spark testing was not possible, were
not inspected or documented.

There is no evidence that repair areas were repaired and
inspected to SPECO Bulletin 35,

The final protective coating was inspected; however, other
coats were not inspected to assure proper application.

Curing time and temperature was not confirmed by TU Electric
ingpection.

There was no evidence that vendor measuring and test eguipment
was calibrated.

The surveillance was based on a generic checklist that appeared
to be inadeguate, as applied.

Measurement of Steam Generator Nozzles

. The work on the Steam generators was in progress before QA was
aware the vendor was onsite. QA discovered the work was in
progress and performed surveillance CSR-87-003.

The surveillance eoncluded that QA did not know about special
requirements until after the fact.

The procedures, teols, and training was not certified by QA
prier to the beginning of work &8 required by
Procedure BCE 6.11.




ENCLOSURE 3

TU Electric stated during the enforcement conference, in part, that
"(d)amage did not occur follewing modifications to spinblaster."
"pipe Damage Limited To Small Portion of One Traln - Not safety
Significant." "Procuss Control Adequate Based on Successful
Iimplementation After Modification."

Contrary to the above, my inspection determined that damage did
occur after modifications to the spinblaster. Shortly after damage
was found in Train A of the SWS in July 1988, the NRC inspector
specifically asked whether damage occurred on Train B after the
modifications and informal information geceived from engineers
indicated damage occurred in Train B. In March 1989, three NRC
inspectors performed a field inspection to view video tapes of
Train B after they were reinspected for damage. Engineering Report
gR-ME-19, Revision 0, stated that a reinspection of the tapes was
performed by the applicant for 10-Inch piping using high resolution
monitors. The NRC reguested that this inspection process be
duplicated so the NRC could observe the inspection methodology. The
NRC was interested in the inspection of both the corrosion defects
and spinblaster damage. The following was found by the NRC:

. pefects caused by the spinblaster were observed in Train B
(Spool SW-1-SB-7-14A-8 frame 1484). The misidentification of
video tapes of Train A and Train B 10-inch piping occurred
during the process of video taping. This was corrected and the
TU Electric representative assured the NRC that they were
looking at the corxect tape. He also agreed that the damage
looked like spinblaster marks.

Standards or examples of the damaged piping for comparing
observed defects to known defects (as seen in tapes of known
damaged piping) were not availadble for simultaneous viewing.

video tapes were made at an angle instead of perpendicular to
the surface. The view was distorted and shadows made it
difficult if not impossible to gualitatively evaluate the depth
of corrosion defects and spinblaster damage. The wheels on the
carriage that traveled through the piping left track marks. At
least one pile of sand was observed and it was evident that the
pipe surface under the sand was not inspectable. All of these
conditions hampered the inspection of the 10-inch piping.

Note: The NRC was informed that a different camera will be
used for Unit 2 and will eliminate the above problems. 1If the
new camera were used for Unit 1 it could show that all defects
were identified. Or, alternatively, the o©ld and new camera
could be used for a section of piping and then the disposition




could be independently evaluated and then compared to judge the
adegquacy of inspection in Unit 1 to detect minimum design

stress wall thickness.
. A comparison could prove the process in Unit 1 was valid.

’ Eighty-four 10-inch spool pieces (each approximately 20 feet
long) were removed and cleaned in the yard. These pieces were
visually inspected by TU Electric for defects by viewing the
inside gurface of the piping from the end of the piping. 1I do
not believe corrosion defects could be identified by such
visual examination except for the surfaces near the pipe ends.

In addition the engineering report stated that two defects were not
measured because they were inaccessible.



CLOS

TV Electric Enforcement Conference Document stated that the
spinblaster ". . . damage did not affeet the integrity or the
functioning of the single train affected, nor other eguipment, and
was not safety significant."

Contrary to the above, 650 feet of piping contained significant
damage and some of the piping had to be replaced as a result of
spinblaster damage. The average pipe wall thickness before coating
removal was 0.3%0 inches but was reduced in various areas.
Approximately 80 spinblaster marks were identified by TU Electric
after the hele in the piping was identified including 8 that were
greater than .10C inches deep and 4 where projected corrosien
lifetime was less that 20 years. One mark was .307 inches deep.
And geveral lengths of pipe were replaced. The integrity of the
piping was obviously affected.

Given the breakdown in part of the QA program for SWS ceoating

removal, this made the construction deficiency, as defined in
50.55(e) was significant. The additional six Code V services that
were deficient are added support that the deficiency was significant
but was not considered significant. It also met the definition or
criteria of 10 CFR 50.55(e) because the damaged piping reguired
extensive evaluation or repair.




ENCLOSURE &

TV Electric Enforcement Conference Document states, in part,
"Contributing Causes: . . . ASME Applicability Not Clear".

This statement was inaccurate. The ASME Code Section XI does not
allow metal removal without being under the auspices of the
authorized nuclear inspector and under Code control. Obviously
sandblasting can remove too much metal and vioclate the Code.

In addition, page 5 of Appendix H of TU Electric Specification
2323-M5-100 states, in part, "Note: Under ASME XI any metal removal
is considered a repair, even though that activity may have been
considered rework when working under ASME III (i.e., removal of an
arc strike is an ASME XI repair even if minimum wall is not
violated)." Obviously sandblasting can cause more severe darage
than arc strikes and must be controlled in accordance with ASME XI
Code. The March 14, 1988 TU Electric Meeting Notes document a
meeting between O. B. Cannon Company and TU Electric. It appears
from these notes that sandblasting and metal removal was recognized
as an activity that could adversel, affect ASME Class 3 components
and should have been controlled as such. Interview with personnel
showed that some TU Electric managers wanted the process stopped.
Construction management challenged this process in mid-project and
wanted to stop work to gain centreol. Engineering knew at the
beginning of the preject that the blaster stalled and may have
violated ASME Section XI, but did not test the areas where the stall
cccurred.



ENCLOSURE 6

Enforcement Conference Document states, in part, "Contributinq
Causes: . . . work To Occur At Satety/Nonsctcty Interface."

Three NRC inspections “eviewed the coating issues concerning the sws
and the EDG fuel oil tanks. It was clear that the concept of
protecting safety-related equipment or components while working on
nonsafety-related parts within or adjacent to safety-relatecd
components is a principle that should have been established before
plant construction., 7TU Electric failed to Clearly establish the
requirement that coating activities affecting the quality of
comporients must be controlled. The NRC inspector found that
confusion about nonsafety activities that can adversely affect
safety-related components has existed for & long time without
resolution. The following éxamples support this conclusion:

. In 1980 Brown and Root, Inc. Procured and applied a coating to
SWS piping in the field without Appendix B QA/QC controls.
Subseqguently this was discovered but these areas were not
extensively and thoroughly inspected and evaluated. 1In 1988,
the Stone and Webster Engineerinq Corporation (SWEC) corroesion
report stated that the greatest damage to the coating and
Piping occurred in these areas. The failure to inspect and
evaluate the coating in 1980 eventually led to coating and
Piping degradation and finally coating removal/spinblaster
damage.

’ In 1980, a site engineer questioned the coating procured ana
applied with QA/QC controls. The corrective action was to
downgrade the specification to read that coating was not
safety-related instead of evaluating the effects of a lack of
Proper QA/QC controls could have on safety-related components.

Page 10 of TU Electric Engineering Report ER~MC-19, Revision 0,
September 21, 1988, concluded that the action taken by

TU Electric and Gibbs and Hill, Inc., was adequate at the time
given the information available.

The NRC determined that the TU Electric's assessment of this
corrective action was inedequate. In the coating industry it
was well known and infurmation was available that the
application of any coating to any meroperly Prepared surface
w.uld probably result in nonuniform coating and accelerated
corrosion and/or sheet mode failure of the coating. 1In 1983
two subseguent Opportunities (INPO SER 68-83 and IE

Notice 85-24) occurred to identify and correct the QA/QC and



cegrading coating and Piping deficiencies, but two additional
inadequate evaluations occurred.

A similar example of pProblems caused by the eonfusion over safety
related versus nonsafety-related work is discussed in Pa&ragraph B8 of
NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-23; 50-446/89-23, applicatyd

removal of coatings from diese) generator fuel oil tanks.

one engineer recogni

coatings and revised

however, this

As a part of the corrective action concerning Sws deficiencies,
TV Electric failed to recognize the earlier deficiencies and the
foot causes. This 50.55(e) deficiency was also considered not
significant and not reportable.
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The Enforcement Conference Document stated that deletion of the QA
responsibilities from the requisition (6R-350338) did not represent
a raduction in the level of guality and that the PA program was
still required. Also, the Enforcement Conference document stated
that the deleted QA requirements were replaced by QA surveillances
and that verification activities were égsigned to engineering.
Therefore, TU Electric stated no violation occurred.

The NRC inspector found that the surveillances were almost
meaningless because the procedures were inadequate. The Stone and
Webster Engineering and Ebasco coating engineers were responsible
for the coating removal work. They thought all of the activities
were nonsafety related. The deletion of quality reguirements from
the purchase requisition removed the Qquality organization from the
spinblaster testing activities. This decision to delete the
requirement for the quality organization to witness the test was
very important because test and results were later found inadeguate.
The test determined parametesrs for controlling the spinblast
process. 1In reality quality organization did not object because
they viewed the operation on the whole as a nensafety-related
activity and performed little or no inspection of the critical
characteristics. For example, the Engineering Report (ER-ME-19)
indicated that the quality organization was not at a mobilization
meeting on April 6, 1988. Procedure EC 6.11 required the QA
department representative to certify that procedures were approved,
training had been given on owner/contractor procedures, and
appropriate contractor supplied materials and/or special ¢tools had
been received. Later TU Electric QA surveillance personnel wrote a
deficiency report (C-88-03361) because @A cid not attend the meeting
and certify the amtivities were completed. Instead of £inding QA at
fault for not certifying the regquired activities, the disposition of
the deficiency found the procedure at fault and the only action
needed was to revise the procedure. If QA had been at this meeting
the QA/QC deficiencies concerning service water may have been
identified before coating zemoval began.

TU Electric's argument gives the impression that a one time work
activity should be an excuse for not applying QA/QC and technical
controls. Every utility is expected to consider and master the
concept of the impact of nonsafety-related activities on
safety-related systems befcre the construction permit is issued.
For example, the two over one concept is essential to the design of
Piping. Adjacent nonsafety work must not damage the steam
generator. The vessel is only set one time. This is the reason
that controls must be developed to perform the activity correctly
the first time. The above argument is misleading.




The Enforcement Conference Document and ER-ME-19 gave the impression
that the qQuality assurance organization performed meaningful QA
surveillances when in reality five surveillances performed using a
checklist based on procedurez “hat did not contain the necessary
parameters to control the sandblast/spinblast process. The
surveillances only verified i¢ coating was removed (a nonsazety
function). Manufacturer's minimum specified wall thickness of sws
Piping and ether meaningful characteristics were not checked.

At meeting May-July meetings,

SWEC/Ebasco engineering though

thinking that the sandblasting

metal removal by sandblasting wes not safety related. Page 34 of
the engineering report indicates that QA became involved with wall
thickness measurements in June 1988 but the report fails to state
that this was in reactien te the NRC inspectien concegns and was
well after damage had occurred.

The QA organization was not invelved with the problems that eecurred
with the spinblaster when the vendor first encountered process
control problems. As a yesult po deficiency report or corrective
action request was made. The engineering report (ER-ME-19) stated
that the proklems encountered early should have warranted a stop
work order but one was not issued. The spinblaster problems

resulted in retesting the spinblaster to determine the necessary
modifications but again the qQuality organization was not involved.

The NRC inspector alse found that TU Electric never sudited any
Code V procurements for vendor services even though the NRC surfaced

deficiencies early in the Sws Process. No audit was performed afcer
problems were evident.




ENCLOSURE 8

TU Electric Enforcement Conference Document states, in part,
"Contributing Causes: Coating Removal was Uniqgue Task . . . Process
Not Previously Employed/Development Work Needed."

Contrary to the above the sandblasting/spinblasting pProcess is an
©ld manufacturing/construction process that is not unique. The
process can be controlled provided process parameters are specified
and followed. The TV Electric test failed to establish parameters
and did not duplicate environmental conditions. Even the parameters
(blast material/size, air Pregsure, blasting rate, and process hold
points) that were developed by TU Electrie wege not incerporated
into procedures. Quality assurance was not at the eritical

TV Electric mobilization meeting and was insufficiently involved to
moniter and inspect in-process werk to prevent wall thinning.

fact, QA did no inspection monitoring or testing in April and May
for wall thinning. Until such controls are implemented, the claim
that unigueness caused the damage is without foundation.




& %, UNITED STATES
R ' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
P WASHINGTON, D. C. 20658

In Reply Refer To:
Dockets: 50-445/89-23
50-446/89-23

Mr. w. J. Cahill

Executive Vice President

TU Electric

400 Ncrth Olive Street, Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Cahill:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. H. S. Phillips during
the period April 5 through May 2, 1989, of activities authorized by
NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for the Comanche Peak
Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2, and to the discussion of our
findings with Mr. H. D. Bruner and other members of your staff at
the ~onclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed cuoy of our inspection repcrt identifies areas examined
during the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted
of selective examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with person-el, and observations by the inspector.

During this inspection, it was found that certain of your activities
were in violation of NRC requirements. The apparent viclation is
being reviewed for appropriate enforcement action. An enforcement
conference to discuss the findings will be scheduled. Following the
enforcement conference you will be notified of the resolution of
these findings.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a
copy of this letter and the enclosed report will be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room.
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Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be
pleased to discuss them with You.

Sincerely,

C. I. Grimes, Director
Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Nuclear Reacter Regulation

Enclosure:
Inspection Report 30-445/89-23; 50-446/89-23

cC w/enclosure:
See next page

e L
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c¢ w/enclosure:

Roger D. Walker

Manager, Nuclear Licensing

TV Electrie

Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street, L.B. 81
Dallas, TX 75201

Juanita Ellis
President - CASE

1426 South Polk Street
Dalias, TX 175224

sSusan M. Theisen

Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division
P.O. Box 12548, Capitol Station
Austin, TX 78711-1548

GDS Associates, Inc.
1850 Parkway Place, Suite 720
Marietta, GA 30067-8237

Lanny A. Sinkin
Christic Institute
1324 N. Capitol Street
Washington, DC 20002

Ms. Billie Pirner Garde, Esg.
Garde Law Cffice

104 Bast wisconsin Avenue
Appleton, WI 54911

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76011

William A. Burchette, Esqg.
Counsel for Tex-La Electric
Cooperative of Texas

Heron, Burchette, Ruckert & Rothwell

1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW
wWashington, DC 20007

TV Electric

c/0 Bethesda Licensing

3 Metro Center, Suite 610
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

E. F. Ottney
P. 0. Box 1777
Glen Rose, Texas 76043

Joseph F. Fulbright
Fulbright & Jaworski
1301 McKinney Street
Houston, Texas 77010

George A. Parker, Chairman

Public Utility Committee

Senior Citizens Alliance of
Tarrant County, Inc.

6048 Wonder Drive

Fort Worth, Texas 76133

Jack R. Newman, Esq.
Newman & Holtzinger, P.C.
Suite 1000

1615 L. Street N.Ww,
washington, D.C. 20036
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In Reply Refer To:
Dockets: 50-445/89-23
50-446/89-23

Mr. W. J. Cahil)

Executive Vice President

TU Electric

400 North Olive Street, Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. cahill:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Mr. H. s. Phillips during
the period April 5 through May 2, 1989, of activities authorized by
NRC Censtruction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for the Comanche Peak
Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2, and to the discussion of our
findings with Mr. H. D. Bruner and other members of Your staff at
the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined
curing the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted
of selective examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspector.

During this inspection, it was found that certain of your activities
were in violation of NRC regquirements. The apparent violation is
being reviewed for appropriate enforcement action. An enforcement
conference to discuss the findings will be scheduled. Following the
enforcement conference You will be notified of the resolution of
these findings.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a
copy of this letter and the enclosed report will be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room.

SRI:IP:CPPD:NRR IP:CPPD:NRR AD:IP:CPPD:NRR D:CPPD:NRR
SPhillips HLivermore RWarnick CGrimes
7/»/8933 7/ /8; 7/ /89 7/ /89




W. J. Cahill

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

Sincerely,

C. I. Grimes, Director
Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Inspection Report 50-445/83-23; 50-446/82-23

c¢c w/enclosure:
See next page




U. 8. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

NRC Inspection Report: 50~-445/89-23 Permits: CPPR-126
50-446/89-23 CPPR-127
Dockets: 50-445 Category: A2
$0-446

Construction Permit
Expiration Dates:

Unit 1: August 1, 1991
Unit 2: August 1, 1992

Applicant: TU Electric
Skyway Tower
<00 North Olive Street
Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric sStation (CPSES),
Units 1 & 2

Inspection At: Comanche Peak Site, Glen Rose, Texas

Inspection Conducted: April 5 through May 2, 1989

Inspector:

H. S. Philllps, Senior Resident Inspector Date
Construction

Reviewed by:

H. H. Livermore, Lead Senior Inspector Date



nspection S ary:

nspection Conducted: A S through M 98 R t

%;fag Inspected: Unannounced, resident safety inspection included:
1) exit meeting with management, (2) applicant action on previous
findings, (3) follow-up on violations, (4) evaluation of corrective
action on enforcement, (5) review of component cooling water heat

exchanger work, (6) repair of diesel generator heat exchangers,

(7) vendor services to measure steam generator nozzles, and
(8) application/removal of coatings from diesel generator tanks.

gesuggs: Within the areas inspected, one apparent violation was
dentified: failure to provide accurate and complete information
relative to corrective action concerning Enforcement Action

EA 88-310, paragraph 4.b; and additional examples of viclations

similar to those identified in EA 88-310, paragraphs 5, 6, 7, and 8.

An enforcement conference will be scheduled to discuss these
findings.




DETAILS

4 Persons Contacted

. W. Ackley, Jr., Director, CECO
. K. Afflerbach, ASM Startup, TU Electric

Axelrad, Newman and Holtzinger
L. Barker, Manager, Engineering Assurance, TU Electric

. P. Barry, Senior Manager, Engineering, Stone and webster

Engineering Corporation (SWEC)
W. Beck, Vice President, Nuclear Engineering, TU Electric
Bhatty, Issue Interface Coordinator, TU Electric

- Blevins, Manager, Technical Support, TU Electric

« Bruner, Senior Vice President, TU Electric

. Buck, Senior Review Team, IAG

. Daly, Manager, Startup, TU Electric
. Donahue, Operations Manager, TU Electric
.. Deviney, Deputy Director, Quality Assurance (QA),
TU Electric
M. Ehat, Consultant, TU Electric
C. Finneran, Jr., Manager, Civil Engineering,
TV Electric
A. Fonseca, Deputy Directer, CECO
G. Guldemond, Manager of Site Licensing, TU Electric

R
D
H
+ T. Conly, APE-Licensing, SWEC
J
W
E

. E. Halstead, QC Manager, TU Electric

L. Heatherly, Licensing Compliance Engineer,
TU Electric

. B. Hogg, Engineering Manager, TU Electric

A. Hope, Licensing, TU Electric

. Husain, Director, Reactor Engineering, TU Electric

T. Jenkins, Manager, Mechanical Engineering, TU Electric
J. Kelley, Manager, Plant Operations, TU Electric
W. Lowe, Director of Engineering, TU Electric

. W. Madden, Mechanical Engineering Manager, TU Electric

M. McAfee, Manager, QA, TU Electric

G. McBee, NRC Interface, TU Electric

W. Muffett, Manager of Engineering, TU Electric
F. Ottney, Program Manager, CASE

. S. Palmer, Project Manager, TU Electric

W. Pellette, Operations, TU Electric

M. Reynerson, Director of Construction, TU Electric

H. Saunders, EA Evaluations Manager, TU Electric

B. Scott, Vice President, Nuclear Operations, TU Electric
J. Sewell, TU Materials Cocrdinator Manager, TU Electric
C. Smith, Plant Operations Staff, TU Electric

L. Spence, TU/QA Senior Advisor, TU Electric

D. Skaggs, CPE, Mecharical, TU Electric

B. Stevens, Manager, Electrical Engineering, TU Electric
F. Streeter, Director, QA, TU Electric

L. Terry, Unit 1 Project Manager, TU Electric

A. Thero, CASE Intern
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*0.
*T.
*R.
*R.

QUoOrr

. Thero, QTC Consultant to CASE
. Tyler, Director of Projects, TU Electric
- Walker, Manager of Nuclear Licensing, TU Electric
+ Withrow, EA Systems Manager, TU Electric

The NRC inspectors also interviewed other applicant employees
during this inspection period.

*Denotes personnel present at the May 2, 1989, exit
meeting.

licant Action eviou nspection s 70

(Closed) Open Item (445/8908-0-01): The documentation
file relating to the auxiliary feedwater motor fans being
installed backwards contained two nonconformance reports
(NCRs) not previously reviewed by the NRC. The NCRs
described arcing between the fans and brass rings on the
rotor winding. The arcing was attributed to the condition
of having reversed fans. The W analysis concluded that
the reversed fans would not cause motor failure or reduce
the level of safety during operations. The NRC questioned
whether the W analysis included the NCR conditions.

During this inspection, TU Electric met with the NRC and
presented additional information. That is, W reevaluated
the NCR cenditions in connection with the fan reversal
issue and concluded that their original analysis was not
impacted by these NCRs. This item is closed.

Note: 1In NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-08; 50~446/89-08
the tracking number for this item contained a
typographical error. The number shown above
(445/8908-0~01) corrects the number error (445/8808-0-01).

(Closed) Open Item (445/8908-0-03;: No NCR was available
on stripped threads in bearing holes for an auxiliary
feedwater (AFW) motor. The NRC inspector rconfirmed that
operations/maintenance had issued NCR 88-03638,

Revision 0. This item is closed.

(Closed) Open Item (445/8508-0-04): 0OC did not verify
temperature control during the welding on the AFW rotor
bar assembly. The maintenance instruction stated that
extreme caution must be taken not to concentrate an
excessive amount of heat on the rotor bar assembly. The
NRC inspector was concerned that QC had not verified that
the instruction was followed.

TU Electric met with the NRC to provide information about
this concern. The NRC inspector asked what type of
material was used and what heat input controls were



hecessary. TU Electric did not have a welding engineer
present, so a subsequent meeting had to be arranged.
During that subseguent meeting TU Electric revealed that
an electrical engineer had inserted the caution about heat
input. The welding specialist identified the material as
a low carbon steel and provided information about the
cnergy input. The NRC inspector has no further questions.
This item is closed.

(Open) Unresolved Item (445/8908-U-02): TU Electric
maintenance personnel substituted Grade 5 carbon steel
btolts for the silicone bronze bolts that secured AFW fans
in the motors. The NRC inspector learned that a W field
representative had directed this material change because
past experience had shown that the silicone bronze bolts
were cracking and failing because of fatigue. The NRC
inspector stated that this material change was improperly
authorized unless an engineering change had authorized the
change. The inspector also questioned if this was a
weakness in the maintenance program.

During this inspection, TU Electric met with the NRC and
made a presentation on this subject. They admitted that
the material change was not authorized. They were unable
to find the w field representative as he was a consultant
and performed this work for W. TU Electric submitted a
large amount of material on this subject. The NRC
inspector considers this to be a potential violation;
however, this item will remain unresolved pending the
completion of the NRC evaluation.

Follow-up on Viclations (92702)

{Open) Violation (445/8847-V-0la): Failure to establish
QA und technical reguirements in procurement documents for
coating removal from service water System (SWS) piping.

(Open) Violation (445/8847-V-01b): Failure to establish
adequate controls for the coating removal process.

(Open) Violation (445/8847-V-0lc): Failure to provide
adequate QA/QC procedures for the coating removal process.

(Open) Vicolation (445/8847-v-01d): Failure toc take
corrective action relative to coating preblems and ccating
removal. "

The above violations were doucmented as Enforcement Action (EA)
88-310 in an NRC letter to TU Electric dated January 9, 1989,
TU Electric's response to the violations is discussed below in
paragraph 4. ¢



4.

Eva%uat;on of TU Electric Corrective Action on En cement
{ 65, 49063, 45065, ¢§025

Background

KRC Inspection Report (50-445/88-34; 50-446/88-30 for
May 1988) identifies open items concerning the
removal of Plasite 7122 from SWS and potential wall
thinning by sandblasting.

NRC Inspection Report 50-445/88-47; 50-446/88-42 was
issued on September 2, 1988, and identified one
apparent violation (breakdown in the QA program
relative to the removal of the protective liner from
the SWS piping).

On September 13, 1988, 1J Electric responded to the
findings at a public meeting on site.

On November 9, 1988, the NRC held an Enforcement
Conference at the NRC's Rockville, Maryland, office.
TU Electric made a presentation and provided a
handout. The handout was attached to NRC Notice of
Viclation 50-445/88-47; 50-446/88-42 dated January 9,
1989. The handout stated that problems in the
implementation of QA program requirements occurred
but were isclated and were not significant. The
handout also stated that corrective actions were
completed and included (1) evaluating/replacing worst
damaged piping, (2) evaluated other spinblast
indications with satisfactory results, (3) performed
critical self-evaluation, (4) reviewed other Code V
services (other than SWS) procurements with
satisfactory results, and (5) reviewed previous CPSES
enforcement action and found no precursor events.

On January 8, 1989, NRC issued the NOV for NRC
Inspection Report 50-445/88-47; 50-446/88-42. It
stated that after careful review of information, the
NRC decided that four Severity Level 1V violations
were appropriate instead of the one Severity Level
II1 that was initially considered. It also stated
that the NRC was concerned that once it was
recognized that the coating removal process needed to
be modified, adequate measures were not taken to
inspect for damage caused by early process problems.
The NRC letter stated that if the vioclations were not
fully corrected they may lead to more significant
concerns.

On February 8, 1989, TU Electric issued their
response (TXX-89070) with one attachment to the NRC.



b.

ncomplet n e t n n Vi on nin
concern A -

The NRC inspector reviewed the TU Electric Enforcement
Document which was docketed with the NRC Enforcement
Action EA 88-310 and Notice of Viclation 50-445/88-47,
50-446/88-42. TU Electric Responre TXX-89070 to the
enforcement action was also reviewed. These documents
provided TV Electric's overall response. At the
Enforcement Conference information was provided to the NRC
which advocated a reduction in the proposed severity level
from Level III to Level IV and V. During the enforcement
conference TU Electric made several statements, some of
which are discussed below, to show that QA/QC deficiencies
identifie¢ by the NRC were not program breakdowns and,
therefore, were not significant. The NRC inspector found
that specific information related to the results of TU
Electric's review of other Code V procured services was
not included in the irformation provided to the NRC.

Thus, the information provided by TU Electric concerning
the enforcement action was incomplete and apparently
inaccurate. Further, the inspector believes that other
information provided by TU Electric during the enforcement
conference was misleading and misrepresented the
deficiencies encountered during the sws coating removal
project.

NRC Regulation 10 CFR Part 50.9 requires the
applicant/licensee to provide accurate, complete, and
significant information to the NRC.

(1) TU Electric stated during the enforcement conference
that they had "[r)eviewed other Code V gervices
activities with satisfactory Results."

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspector determined
that TU Electric failed to provide significant
information concerning the results of their review of
8ix Code V gervice pProcurements which would have
shown that these Code V procurements for services
were not satisfactory. These deficiencies are
described in TU Electric memorandum NE 22156 dated
Scptember 30, 1988. That memorandum indicated that
there were deficiencies in the six Code V servica
procurements. These deficiencies were gimiiar to the
Code V procurement for service water gystem piping
coating removal. Further, this information was not
provided to the NRC in the meeting on September 13,
1988, in TU Electric Engineering Report ER~ME-19,
Revision 0, or in the TU Electric Enforcement
Conference Document handout.




(2)

The deficiencies documented in Memorandum NE-2215%6
were:

Except for two purchase orders for vendor
services (661-74340 and €61-74038), the
procurement documents did not clearly define the
relationship between the organizations involved
and the TU Electric QA Program.

. None of the procurements (requicitions or
purchase orders) addressed the identification
and disposition of nenconforming conditions.

. Verification Plans (engineering and Qc
inspection points) for each regquisition lacked
detail.

. Work on the component coeling water heat
exchangers should have fallen under the auspices
of ASME Section XI.

. Work on the steam generators was performed
befcre the purchase order was approved.

The procurement documents in general were of
similar guality to those associated with Service
Water coating removal.

TU Electric's response to EA 88-310 (TXX-89070 dated
February 9, 1989), stated in part that "six previous
Code V services procurements were identified . .
review of the associated inspection and surveillance
reports showed that the requisitioned woik was
successfully completed and documented."

Contrary to the above, the NRC inspector interviewed
the TU Electric representative who coordinated the
response to these deficiencies. The NRC inspector
questioned the apparent contridiction between the
response (TXX-85070) and the internal memeorandum
(NE-22156). TU Electric responded that the
inspection and surveillance reports showed that the
work was successfully completed and documented. When
asked if QA records were reviewed, the TU Electric
representative responded that they had not.

Subsequently, during a meeting on May 1, 1989,

TU Electric pointed out that procurement documents
and some work orders had been reviewed, while
reviewing project files.



TU Electric had not performed an adequate review of
the other Code V service Procurements to support the
conclusions they presenced. In additien, during the
course of the review of this material, the inspector
identified additional deficiencies assoclated with

the subject Procurement, as described in more detail
in paragraphs 5 and 7.

TU Electric stated during the enforcement conference,

in part, that "[d)amage did not occur following
modifications to spinblaster."

Contrary to the above, the NRC determined that damage
occurred during coating removal of Train B after
modifications were mace to the spinblaster after
damage was found in Train A of the SWS in July 1988,
In March 1989, three NRC inspectors performed a field
inspection to view video tapes of Train B after
coating removal. Defects caused by the spinblaster
were observed in Train B (Spoel SW=1-8B«7-14A-8 frame
1484). Although the video tapes of Train A and

Train B had been misidentified during the video
review, blasting marks on the Train B plping were
confirmed by the inspectors. The TU Electric coating
Specialist was present wvhen the NRC viewed Train B
t.apes and the NRC pointed to the marks that were
apparently made by the spinblaster. Wnen directly
asked if they appeared to be spinblaster marks, he
agreed that they appeared to be spinblaster marks.

The three items described above are apparent
violations of 10 CFR Part 50.9 (445/8923-v-~01;
446/8923-v-01).

During WRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-16; 50-446/89-16, the
NRC inspector performed a foilow-up inspection te verify the
corrective actions taken for Code V service Procurements, as
described in TXX-89070. Records at the Procurement vault,
construction QA records vault, and the QA Records Center were

reviewved.

The QA Records Center personnel provided the NRC

inspector with a computer run which listed al) QA records
available for the component cooling water (CCW) heat
e@xchangers. (One of the Previous six Code Vv pProcurements was
for work on the CCW heat exchangers.) Records for
CPl-CCAMNMX~-02 were selected for review. About Mareh 29, 1989,
the NRC inspector met with TU Electrie to discuss the results
of the NRC review. TU Electric was informed that the available
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records were insufficient to demonstrate that the work
activities were Properly controlled, conducted, and documented
as stated in TXX-8%070 and TU Memorandum NE-22156., TU Electric
was provided specific questions regarding how the criteria of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, were implemented. TU Electric was asked
to provide additional records to demonstrate implementation of
the criteria hecessary to contrel work. TU Electric was unable
to locate or produce additional QA records before the exit
meeting on April 4, 1989, and the inspection was not completed.

During this inspection period, the NRC inspector completed the
inspection discussed in the previous paragraph. TU Electric
hever provided answers to the questions concerning which
criteria were applicable for each procurement and how they
complied with those criteria. As a result, the NRC inspector
performed a comprehensive review to obtain the answers. During
March and April 1989, procurement documents, work procedures,
inspection reperts, QA contractor surveillance reports, startup
work authorizations, work orders, correspondence, and
miscellanecus records were reviewed to evaluate how work was
cone, inspected, and documented by TU Electric to show that the
QA program was implemented in accordance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, QA requirements. The NRC inspector found that the
QA program was not adequately implemented for four Code V
procurements for vendor services for work on the Unit 1 and 2
CCW heat exchangers. Multiple examples of inadequacies and
Program deficiencies similar to those identified for sws
coating removal were identified.

The NRC met with TU Electric on April 28, 1989, and provided
the findings similar to those that were provided in March 1989;
that is, the QA program was not adeguately implemented. On

May 1, 1989, TU Electric requested another meeting during which
they concluded that the program for procured services was
adeguate and was appropriately implemerted except for the
specification issues and the contract for steam generators
which was marked nonsafety. However, the NRC inspector
identified deficiencies in these activities, as follows:

a. Chemical Cleaning of CCw Hezt Exchangers

In 1985, serious corrosion problems were identified inside
the CCW heat exchangers (Problem Report 85-302). Several
actions were taken to correct these problems and one
action in the process involved chemical cleaning.
Requisitions 6R-282724 and 6R-340403 were processed and
respective Purchase Orders 661-74038 and 661-74340 were
issued to Haliburten Industrial Services Division (K13D).
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Procurement

The NRC inspector identified the fnllowing deficiencies
with the Code V p:ocurement for chemical cleaning the CCw
heat exchangers: (1) contracts did not reference or
discuss the fact tuhat vendors would be required to comply
with TU Electric's QA program which implements 10 CFR,
Appendix B, QA Program, and 10 CFR Part 21, defect
reporting requirements; (2) the requisitions and contracts
did not address the trairning of vendor personnel (who must
help implement TU Electric's QA programs since the vendor
has no Appendix B QA and 10 CFR Part 21 program);

(3) technical and QA reguirements were not explicitly
defined; (4) activities concerning ASME components were
not done under the auspices of ASME XI; (5) verification
and inspection plans lacked specific reguirements as they
generally stated: "QA shall monitor the vendor's work",
and (6) vendor work plans and procedures were inadegquate.

roject Plan and ures

The Nl inspector reviewed the plan and procedure that
were used for chemical cleaning and found that the same
plan and procedure were used for both purchase orders
referenced above for work performed in February and May
1987.

Project Plan for Chemical Cleaning CCW KX CP1,
CPZ-CCAHHX-01 and ~-02, Revision 0, did not adequately
describe the QA and technical reguirements needed to
control the process. The plan failed to:

Describe the purpose of fiberoptic inspections,

R Describe the criteria for determining when the metal
surface was clean and corrosion products were
removed, and

. Describe the criteria for and the hydrolazing/flex
lining operation.

After the chemical cleaning was completed in February 1987
such criteria were discussed in TU Electric Maintenance
Engineering Evaluation (MEE) No. B8-003 dated January 13,
1988, but were not factored into the plan before the
second job. The evaluation stated that the comparison of
fiberoptic videos of tubes before and after flex lancing
would be compared with a second video recorded after
consistently low copper concentration was reached during
chemical cleaning. It further stated, "A comparison of
the before and after videos would be the final
determination of adequate tube cleanliness." These
actions were not accomplished.



"Procedure for Chemically Cleaning Component Cooling water
Heat Exchangers," Revision 2, was inadeguate ir the
following respects.

.

The chemical c.eaning (vendor) Procedur: did not
contain information such 45 & reference section,
pPurpose, scope, responsibility, definition,
instruction, or records. (See TV Electric Startup
Procedures for cleaning the diesel fuel/lube oil
piping for an example of a good procedure., )

The vendor procedure does not describe Cr reference
the ASTM standard which governed chemical testing to
assure proper chemical concentration.

The vendor procedure does not describe how the
blended solution Was to be mixed.

The vendor Frocedure does not describe the mixing of
nitrogen gas with the foam solution. Also, there was
no description of how much heat should be added at
Step 2 prior ro adding the nitrogen (whieh it
referenced in Note 1).

Step 6 of the vendor procedure did not describe where
Samples were to be taken nor how to ensure a
representative sample.

Step 8 requires an inspection of the COWHX tubes to
determine the degree of scale removal, but does not
Specify the method or any specific criteria.

Step 9 should read: "repeat steps 5-9" instead of
steps 7-3,

Step 10 States, in part, "that once inspection
reveals the desired dogroo of scale removal," but
gives no description of the desired surface condition
Or criteria for inspecting. This Step did not
incorporate the criteria described in Maintenance
Engineering Evaluation (MEE) 88-003.

Step 11 does not specify the Qquality of the water.

Step 12 does not describe specific mixing
instructions for the soda ash and sodium
tolyotriazole (500 ppm).

The procedure did not describe the Haliburton
operator's log nor any requirement to record various
data such as type of operation, time, temperature,
chemical concentration, and pressure. There were no
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Haliburton signatures on the data forms to
authenticate the data. Only the TU Electric Preject
NManager signed Haliburton's log. However, the
project manager did not perform the steps or
operations and was not always present to verify each
aspect of the operation.

. The vendor procedure {Attachment 1 to Work
Order CP7-2347) had no TV Electric approval on it.

. The vendor procedure did not address the calibration
©f the gauges and other measuring devices used for
Process control. Pressure and temperature were at
least two parameters which should have required
measuring equipment an: calibration. TV Electric
memorandum TCP-87027 described this deficiency after
the first job, but no nonconformance report or
corrective action request wasg evident.

Note: The project manager's log for the second jcb
indicated that TU Electric took measurements, but
there is no record of these measurements. It was
also indicated that the project manager was issued
calibrated measuring and test devices that did not
work. 1In discussions with the pProject manager, it
was determined that the vendor's equipment had gauges
that were not under an approved calibration program
(Appendix B reguirement). Finally, the tcgpatcturc
&s measured by the project manager was 117 F versus
1227 F as measured by site chemistry. No deficiency
report was issued to document and evaluate this
deficiency.

. The procedure did not address acid spills.

. The procedure did not address passivation after
cleaning.

i*gggg; [:gg*ﬁg;g! = The NRC inspector found that a number
©I other work activities were required to support the
chemical cleaning process. Specifically, three work
activities were an integral part of the cleaning process:
(1) fiberoptic examination, (2) flex lanzing or
hydrnlazing, and (3) eddy current testing, Procedures to
control these activities were not veferenced in the
chemical cleaning procedure.

Work Order C870000585 contained a revision to require
Hydro Nuclear Company to flexlance the tube side of the
heat exchanger, not to exceed 10,000 1bs pressure. Since
no procedure was found, it is not clear if Quality was
sufficiently involved to verify and document this work§

STy AR I . T
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Other TU Electric activities concerned the fiberoptic
exanination and hydrolazing performed by Hydro Nuclear.
It is unclear if the flexlancing and hydrolazing was the
same operation. Finally, eddy current testing was
performed, but was not discussed in the Project Plan or
cleaning procedures. Documented evidence of controls for
these activities were not provided to the NRC.

e y = The subject purchase orders
resuited In the chemical cleaning of Unit 1 and 2 CCW heat
exchangers. The first work occurred in February 1987
under Purchase Order 661 74340. During the first cleaning
Job in February 1987, the vendor experienced a number of
problems as described in TU Electric office
Memorandum TCP-87027: nonuniform distribution of chemical
cleaner (which prolonged the cleaning process), flow rate
considerably below estimated flow rate of 24 gpm, quality
of chemical foam inconsistent; gas flow meter was not
calibrated for expected flow rate: long interruptions
occurred while foaming; nozzles vere not the correct type
for most effective cleaning; nozzles plugged up several
times; defoamer egquipment was inadequate to deliver the
chemicals and caused interruptions; and the vendor had
insufficient manpower for the task causing TU Electric to
supplement the vendor's work force. The memorandum
concluded by recommending a penalty for poor performance.
This memorandum appears to be in contrast to TU Electric
Contractor Surveillance Report CSR-87-002 which concludes
that contractor performance was satisfactory (except when
the vendor removed a red danger tag without
euthorization).

Although the chemical cleaning job for Unit 1 and 2
CCWHXS, Train B, (performed in May 1987) was better than
Unit 1 and 2 CCWHXs, Train ., the NRC inspector determined
that no deficiency/nonconformance report or corrective
action request was generated to identify, evaluate,
disposition, and correct the following deficiencies.

Also, the causes of these deficiencies were not
identified.

. The process problems discussed in Memorandum
TCP-8702/ and surveillance summary 87-022 were not
documented in deficiency reports and evaluated to
determine if the reguirements were adeguate. The QA
and technical requirements were identical for both
requisitions and purchase orders. Considering the
problems discussed in the memo and summary 87-022
chemical cleaning of CCWHXs, it should have been
evident that the reguirements were either inadegquate
or the vendor was not meeting the reguirements.
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The chemical cleaning process deficiencies documentecd
in Memo TCP-87027 were: nonuniform distribution of
chemical cleaner, inadeguately measured flow rate,
chemical mixing inconsistency, process interruptions,
inadeguate eguipment, and inadeguate manpower, were
not documented as deficiencies and formally evaluated
to assure correction before the award of the second
contract for chemically cleaning CCOWHXs for Train B
and before work was completed on the second chemical
cleaning job. TV Electric memorandum TIM-870301
estimated & loss of 0.01 mils of metal surface except
for areas where active pits were and the loss there
was estimated to be 0.2 mils of metal. Since the CCW
heat exchanger is an ASME, Class 3 component, the
Aeficiencies in memorandum TCP-87027 should have been
formally documented, evaluated, and dispositioned to
assure the process did not result ir excessive metal
attack, especially in active pits.

After the chemical cleaning was completed (per the
procedure), two hours worth of chemicals were left
over. Rather than waste these chemicals, one hour of
additional cleaning was added to each heat exchanger.
This action was taken without obtaining authorization
to change the process procedure.

NOTE: On May 1, 1989, TU Electric stated that the
process was not continued on the basis of chemicals
left over, but acknowledged the log stated that. The
NRC inspector is of the opinion that additional
chemical use should have been based on inspection
criteria to determine if the surface was cleaned.

A projects summary (Theimer 6-18-87) listed ten
comments/recommendations based on the second chemical
cleaning job in May 1987. These comments are further
indication that the chemical cleaning and support
procedures were not well developed tn achieve an
integrated approach which would assure the work was
properly controlled. The main comments discussed
deficiencies in these areas: (1) organizational
.interfaces, (2) aceceptance criteria to avoid
unnecessary attack, (3) chemical and point
indication, (4) sample not taken from main tank
supply, (5) PH sampling locations, (6) pussivation,
and (7) timely ehemical analysis. The objective and
acceptance criteria were not described im the wvendor
procedure, but this memo stated, "The acceptance
criteria [sic) is a visibly clean heat exchanger tube
surface without unnecessary base metal attack." This
criterie should have been established in February
1987. One important comment ©n a support activiy
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concerned TU Electric cnalyses of chemicals and
corrosion product (for copper) versus the vendor's
analyses. The comment suggested a time lag had
occurred betwesn the vendor's analyses and

TU Electric's chemical analyses. Also, it
recommended agreement of + 204 between values. This
sugoested a large difference had occurred and after
the fact corrslation was made. S.nce these analyses
control the rate of attack and alerng with visval
inspection, indicate the process end point, this
should have been documented as & deficiency.

Wﬂ.lﬁ.rmminm ~ The NRC inspector
reviewed Q urve ance Reports °SR-87-002 dated March 2,

1987, and backup files for the first chemical cleaning of
the CCWHXs. The checklist for CSR-87-002 included 11
attributes, 4 of which were marked not applicable. The
NRC inspector determined that:

Item 1 checklist characteristic was marked
satisfactory and required verification of contractor
prepared procedures reviewed and approved by
appropriate "TUGCO" perscnnel prior to use. No
signatures for i1eview and approval were on the
procedure. Rather, the surviillance report stated
that approval was accomplished by attaching the
chemical cleaning procedure to the Plant Operation
organization's work order.

. Item 2 checklist characteristic was marked
satisfactory and it required the verification that
contractor prepared procedures for special process
were qualified in accordance with industry standards
while Item 5 addressed contractor personnel
performing special processes. This characteristic
and finding for Item 2 is contradicted by Item 5.
That is, Item 5 was marked not applicable. As both
address special processes, they are either both
applicable or not applicable.

. Item 3 checklist characteristic was marked
satisfactory and required verification that
contractor personnel performed in accordance with
procedures. This finding does not reflect &nd is in
opposition to process deficiencies that were
identified in TV Electric Memorandum TCP-87027.

Since the procedure was not properly reviewed,
approved, and contained shortcomings, the finding for
this characteristic was of gquestionable value.

. Item 4 checklist characteristic was marked
satisfactory. The comment indicated the vendor
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completed documentation as specified in the purchase
order. This finding is contradictory as no such
documentation requirement was in the purchase order.
(See TU Electric Memo NE 22156),

Item 7 checklist characteristic was marked not
applicable. The checklist characteristic required

TV Electric to verify that safety-related material
suppiied met CPSES reg.irements and material
certificetions. The vendor furnished chemicals which
should have been checked €T verified when received.
The surveillance could have verified that appropriate
chemical grade materials were received before use.

TV Electric Procedure EC 6.11 requires engineering,
construction, and QA to certify that all contractor
Supplied material, and/or special tools be received
by the TU Electric QA warehouse and accepted by Qa.
There was no reference to the "Contractor work
Release Authorization Form" which is required by

EC 6.11.

Item $ checklist characteristic was marked not
applicable. Item 9§ required the verification of
contracter supplied measuring and test equipment.
The comment on this item stated that, ", ., . our
chemical dept. provided cal. equip. « . . " This
statement shows that equipment furnished by

TV Electric should have been verificd as a part of
the surveillance because TU Electric assurerd all QA
responsibility. 1In addition, the pProject manager
indicated that vendor furnished egquipment had gauges
which helped control the process. The surveillance
shouldfhavo addressed the calibration or lack
thereof.

Item 10 checklist characteriastic was marked
satisfactory. Item 10 Stated: "“Chemistry provide
periodic oversight of Process & take samples to test
for ¥e & citric acid concentration." This was
followed by a comment "incorrect reguirement.

Checked for “opper & nickel." The procedure
misstated which test should have been performed. The
satéttactory finding was contradicted by the negative
finding.

Item 11 checklist characteristic was marked
satisfactory. 1In this case an attribute was added to
verily that passivation was done after cleaning and
before the demineralized water flush, As this
chemical passivation operation was not in the
procedure, the scurce of the characteristic is not
clear. If no procedure vas established, this
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characteristic should have been marked unsatisfactery
and a deficiency written because it was not an
a&pproved step in the procedure.

The MRT inspector also reviewed Surveillance Activities
Summary (SAS) 87022 which was referenced by CRS-87-002.
The NRC inspector did not find the Survejllance Activity
Summary in the QA records. It was furnished in a perscnal
file and was not sigrned by the Quality Surveillance
supervisor. This Sumnary only addressed chemical testing
and sppeared to contradict the surveillance report. The
summary indicated that the overall chemical cleaning
process wes not appropriately controlled as analyses of
copper concentrations indicated an unstable condition,
verbal agreements allowed acceptance because of cost
considerations, discrepancies between times (that chemical
foam was stopped) were recorded by project manager and
Haliburton data sheets, rno chemical analysis during
approximately two hours of continued cleaning, samples
were not taken and analyzed, pH values for ammoniated
solutions were not adjusted for temperature, sample
location was improper, and large differences between

TV Electric and the vendor's chemical analyses results.
This surveillance summary concluded that only two of five
findings were deliciencies and reports were written. The
NRC believes the three remaining findings should have been
documented as deficiencies. Finally, surveillance summary
87-022 stated that the chemical cleaning process is
defined as a special pProcess in paragraph 5.2.18 of

ANSI N18.7 while CRE-B7-002 stated it was not a special
process. The summary of 87-022 stated that inconsistent
in-process controls coupled with "cost-effective"
decisions in Train B cleaning activities may have a
detrimental effect on the heat exchangers at a later time.
There is no evidence that the potentially detrimental
effect discussed in this report was ever formally
addressed in a deficiency report.

The NRC inspector reviewed Surveiliance Report CSR-87-005%

dated May 13, 1987, which covered activities on the second
chemical cleaning operaticn by Haliburton. The quality of
this surveillance was about the same as CSR-87-002.

Based on the available documentation that was reviewed,
the NRC inspector believes the PA surveillances vere not
completely adeguate. 1In addition, all deficiencies
identified in surveillance activity summary SAS 87-022
were not documented in a deficiency report to assure
evaluation, disposition, and corrective action.

The NRC inspector reviewed the records end files, but
found no inspection reports for chemical cleaning. work
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Order CB70000585 indicated that QC would be involved, but
no inspection report was required. The work order stated
that QOC shall provide personnel and egquipment to perform
fiboiopsic examination, but no inspection report was
regquired.

futting Heat Ixchanger Tuts Ends

A Code V procurement for this service resulted in issuing
Regquisition R-49642 dated August 18, 1986, and Purchase
Order CPF~13593-5, The purchase order was issued to
Perflex Services. This work wWas a prerequisite to
recoating of the heat exchanger. The work involved
cutting 5720 tube ends to lie flush with the tubesheet,
grinding rough surfaces, preparing ends for coating and
removing brass plugs. Such preparation was necessary te
obtainin quality coating to protect the surface from
corrosion.

§L§£ﬂ£!m§£§ = The NRC inspector reviewed the procurement
ii€s and found that the Code V pProcurement deficiencies
described in TV Electric Memorandum NE 22156 generally
applied to this procurement.

zzgjggﬁ Flan and ;;?gg§¥:g! = The NRC inspactor determined
that the work activ ty (cutt'ng heat exchanger tube ends)
Was not part of a proiect plan such as STA-TP~87-3 which
descridted a plan for cleaning the CCW heat exchanger. No

individual project plan was found.

Perflex Services Procedure CPF 13593-8, Revisien 2, dated
September 4, 1986, was approved by Stone and Webster
Engineering Corporation who was project manager for this
job. The procedure submitted by Perflex was a one page
procedure which did not:

. Describe how the vendor's personnel would interface
with various organizations such as SWEC, Brown and
Root, Inc., TV Electric Construction, and Operations.

. Describe the inspection to be performed by Perflex
Services personnel and or the personnel
qualifications.

Describe criteria for rough grinding tubes after
beirg cut or specify a surface finish or generally
state that burrs, rough edges, and other defects be
removed.

. Describe the steps to meet DCA 25192, Revision 0,
which required that sharp outside corners be 1/8=inch
radius (minimum) and inside corners be welded (ASML



Section III, Division ND) to build up to this radius.
Revision 4 of the DCA specified the radius
requirement, but this should have been addressed in
the subject procedure unless the cutting caused no
sharp corners.

NOTE: Interviews with the Project manager did not
clear up this matter and no answer was provided
specific to whether welding occurred or not.

However, the QC inspector stated that welding did not

inFnection of work Activities

Inspection of the tube cuts and removal was documented .n
TV Electric Inspection Report 86-0289, However, only 2%
CCWHX tubes were inspected for one COWHX. The purchase
order stated that 5720 cuts would be made on the CCWHYX ,
but Form TNE<PR-3.2 indicated two COWHXs., It Appears that
the balance of the tubes, about 5670, were not inspected
Or were inspected by Perflex Services (who had no QA/QC
pProgram responsibilities in the contract). Such
inspections should have been made by inspecters certified
tO ANSI N45.2.6. It appears that the inspection
characteristic of 0.030 inches maximum protrusion was not
verified by direct measurement with a ¢o or no-go gauge.
The vendor's procedure did not indicate how in-process
work was monitored and no in-process inspection procedure
was evident. No documentation was provided by the
applicant to verify the inspection for minimum radius of
1/8=inch per DCA 25192, Revision 4.

QA safv§;11.g§g = The NRC inspector reviewed
Surveillance CSR-86-004. The checklist was the same as
others reviewed and it appears to be a generic checklist.
Similar to previous surveillances, a large number (half)
©f the characteristics were marked not epplicable. The
Summary of this surveillance was not complimentary to the
vendor regarding the lack of discipline, tools, and
experience.

mnmw_m_mumm

Requisition 48370 dated July 10, 1986, and Purchase
Order CPF-13597-8 dated August 26, 1986, were issued to
Specialties Engineering Corporation (SPECO).

2;gcu;§ment - Tﬁe NRC inspector determined that the
general comments in TU Electric Memorandum NE-22156
applied to this procurement.
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zxgjggs z;lg and 252;;43;;; = The NRC inspector reviewed
the plan and procedures. hese were more detailed and
technically comprehensive tha» other vendor plans and
procedures. Work procedures (Attachment A, B, C, D, and E
to SPECO letter FR-48370) described surface preparation,
coating of channels, heads, tube sheets, and tube ends.
However, these procedures were not dated and no signaturcs
for review and approval were on the procedures.

One procedure required the applicator to visually inspect
the coated area where spark testing was not possible, a
practice that is generally not acceptable because an
individual should not final inspect his own work. There
is no indication that the TU Electric inspector inspected
areas where a spark test was not possible. Also,
Specialties Engineering Bulletins dated December 14, 1978,
for repairs were not described in the procedure and were
not in the onsite records.

lﬂ!?fsiiﬂf_lgﬁ_lll& = The NRC inspector reviewed

7V Electric Inspection Report 86-0289 and determined that:

. The inspection of the coating only addressed the
inspection of the final dry film thickness. Such a
final inspection would not assure that the epoxXy was
applied as required by Attachment B, “Coating
Application Procedures for Channels Heads."
Attachment B procedure required three coat

applications and thickness was supposed to be
controlled during each application.

. After after the !iaal (third) coat it was to be cured
for 18 hours at 70°F ambient temperature or 24 hours
at 60°F ambient. Inspections of these
characteristics, if performed, were not documented on
the inspection report.

¢ No characteristic was included in the inspection
report for repairs for SPECO Bulletin 35.

° The procedure (Attachment B) required measurements
using a Bacharach Sling psycrometer and a Pacific
Transducer Company surface thermometer. No
TU Electric inspection showed that the vendor's
equipment was calibrated.

. The inspection report had no characteristics to
require inspection of the surface preparation or
procedures (Attachments A and E).

A Surv n = The NRC inspector reviewed Contractor
Survelllance Report SR-86-007 and the attached checklist.
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The checklist contained 12 characteristics to be verified,
The generic checklist had been modified to add
characteristics to verify surface Preparation, spark test,
and 6 inches of tubes coated. All three were marked
satisfactory. The basis of the satisfactory was a
reference to Inspection Report IR-86-0289 and the
inspection of surface preparation. However, the
1nspect§:n of the surface was not in inspection report
IR-B6-0289,

Three characteristics on the checklist, including
calibration, were marked not applicable. This decision
appears questionable considering vendor personnel were
inspecting with equipment that may or may not have been in
the site calibration program. The surveillance was
insufficient to £ill the inspection gaps described in the
paragraph above.

0 ) 7 7

The NRC inspector learned that diesel generator jacket water
heat exchangers were examined. Corrosion was found and Design
Change Authorization (DCA) 21981, Revision 6, required repair,
corrosion removal, and reccating. This involved removing the
existing rubber liner, inspecting surfaces to be coated with
Belzona Ceramic S-metal, welding to build up corroded arcas
(ASME III work), sandblasting in preparation for coating
application, and coating application.

The NRC inspector evaluated selected areas where the above work
was done. The guality of the procurement, inspection, QA
surveillances, and corrective actioen concerning

Requisition 6R-345080 and Purchase Order CPF-14220-8 to
Haliburton for the above work were similar to SWS and CCW work
activities. The NRC determined that similar deficiencies
existed with respect to the QA program implemantation as
described above in paragraph 5 above. One ex:eption was the
procedures developed by TU Electric Startup. They were a good
example of how other procedures should have been developed and
implemented to assure proper controls for work activities.

\Y u 7

Egggﬁggmfng = The NRC inspector reviewed requisition 6R-356251
ated July 15, 1988. The requisition does not make clear
whether this was a safety or nonsafety-related activity.
Including the SWS requisition, three of seven Code V
requisitions evidenced such confusion. Had TU Electric QA
adequately audited the Code V procurements, this trend may have
been identified and the problems associated with these
procurements could have been identified and corrected. There



is no indication that adequate audits of the Code V
procurements were ever performed.

A purchase order (661-74054) dated January 16, 1987, was issued
to Nuclear Services, Inc. Sixteen nozzles on eight steam
generators were to be measured and visually inspected to
determine each nozzle diameter and radius, height of flange
ring to nozzle and location of the 3/4 - 10 une tapped holes.
This was necessary in order for TV Electric to procure nozzle
dams to be used inside steam generators to temporarily isclate
the steam generator primary channel head from the refueling
pocl and permit refueling and testing or repair of the steam
generators to occur simultaneously.

In July 1988, requisition 356251 was issued to purchase the
noz:le dams from Nuclear Energy Services. The requisition was
marked Code N which meant that no 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, QA
program or 10 CFR 21 requirements were applied. Code N was
incorrect because the activity was saefety related.

éﬁ*ggg;ign = The work on steam generators was in progress
ore QA was aware that Nuclear Energy Services was on site.

Since this was a Code V procurement for services, TU Electric
was required to provide the QA program and assume 10 CFR

Part 21 responsibility for the vendor. As previously
discussed, QA was required to certify that material and tools
were received and personnel were trained prior to work
(required by EC 6.11). This was not done. By chance, the QA
organization discovered the work was in progress and decided to
verify access control, surveillance CSR-87-003. No checklist
was attached to the surveillance. TU Electric wrote a
deficiency report (P87-0135) because the work was completed
January 14, 1987, but the contract was not completed and dated
until January 16, 1987, and maintenance engineering and QA did
not receive it until January 19, 1987. The surveillance
concluded that QA did not know about special regquirements until
after the fact. The NRC inspector found that TU Electric
Memorandum NE-22156 concluded that this was "acceptable"
because hardware was not changed. The basis for this
conclusion is not evident.

The NRC inspector determined that the procedure for measuring
and inspecting the nozzles was comprehensive; however, the
procedure was not reviewed and approved to incorporate it into
the TU Electric document control system and bring it under
their QA program. Section 3 of Attachment 1, “"Steam Generator
Nozzle Measurement Procedure," stated that Nuclear Energy
Services would furnish profile gauges and thread gauges to
verify location and condition. The procedure did not state
that this equipment wiuld be under the TU Electric calibration
program. There was nc QC verification of the calibration of

this equipment.
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The NRC inspector determined that on December 1987 design
modification regquest (87-1-237C) was issued to drill and tap
eight additional holes in €ach nozzle to accommodate the nozzle
dams when needed. Measurements and inspections to implement
these proposed modifications and inspections were safety
related.

2Efttit&l2nLBlm2xll_2I_£2lS1nS!_1I2!LELS!!I.&!E!II&EL.IIR&!

NRC inspectors met with TU Electric in September 1988 and
pointed out the similarity between deficiencies in the diesel
yenerater fuel oil tank coating removal and service water
System coating removal. TU Electric did not consider them teo
be similar because the procurement code was different. The NRC

inspector believes the same lack of QA/QC controls existed, as
documented below:

a. Initial coating requirements for the diesel fuel oil
Storage tanks were defined in the tank specification
(2323-MS67A); this document did not require inspection or
documentation of the coat.ng process. In May 1979, a
design change authorization (DCA 4665) was issued
implementing the provisions of Specification 2323-A8-3)1
which included reguirements for lcfoty-rclctod.procodutcs.
inspection, and documentation for Protective coating work.

In January 19€3, the project recognized that the required
documentation was lost and an NCR (C-83-00223) was
generated. It was dispositioned "use~as-is" on the basis
that coatings of the tanks were not critical since coating
failure could be offset by alternate means of filling the
day tanks. 1In August of 1983, blistering of the coating
was noted in one of the tanks and an NCR (C~83-021615) was
written and dispositioned "use-as-is" on the basis of
insufficient blistering <o warrant repeir.

In mid~1985, the safety-related coatings Specification
(2323-A8-31) was reclassified to "Non-Safety Related".

In 1986, during the cleaning of the Unit 2 diesel fuel oil
Storage tanks in preparation for startup testing, a band
of rust spots approximately two (2) feet in width was
observed in the Train A tank. DCA 466°¢ classified the
coatings work as a safety-related activity, but the
declassification of the Specification (2323-A8-31) removed
the technical basis for implementing a repair of the
safety-related coatings. This distinction between safety
Versus non-safety for coatings and similar activities
requires resolution by TU Electric prior to initiating
repairs on the Unit 2 tank and investigation of the Unit 1
tank coatings. TU Electric letter (TXX-6461) concluded
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the coating was not safety-related and the walls were

thick enough to withstand corrosion for the 40 year design

life.

The NRC inspector reviewed the background of the issues
and records for the above activiiies and determined the
following:

Similar to the service water coating, Gibbs and Hill
failed to recognize that the pProcurement/application
of coating is safety-related even though the coating
may be nonsafety related. The coating subsequently
failed and the tanks were attacked by corrosion.

The initial corrective action (DCA-4665 dated 1979)
attempted to correct the CA program deficiency by
changing the specification (2323-A8-31) to require
such controls. However, this action was reversed in
mid-1985 by reclassification to nonsafety-related,
This reversal was incorrect because it did not
recognize the adverse effects the uncontrolled work
activity could have on the safety-related fuel oil
tanks,

On September 4, 1986, TU Electric reported in a

10 CFR 50.55(e) report that the fuel oil tanks that
were coated without PA/QC controls were Acceptable
and the first reclassification to safety-related was
incorrect. Therefore, no QA/QC controls were needed.
It was also concluded that since it was unlikely that
fuel lines would become clogged with coating (4if it
failed), this item was not reportable. The final
response (TXX-6461) dated May 22, 1987, failed to
assure corrective action as follows:

(1) Failed to consider the fact that activities
affecting the Quality of components must be
controlled even though the purpose of the
coating is considered nonsafety related.

(2) Failed to address the fact that the coating
material was not known for Sure, but assumed it
was AMERCOAT 395,

(3) Failed to address the 1088 of the documentation
of the type of coating and how it was applied.

TU Electric failed to address the similarity between
diesel generator and service water coating damage in
the Enforcement Conference Document. Both inveolved
the lack of QA/QC controls for coating procurement
application, coating degradation, and corrosion of
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components. The NRC had pointed out the similarity
before the Enforcement Conference.

. The removal of the coating from ASME terks should
have come under ASME XI for Unit 1 tanks. There was
no indication that ASME XI vas considered.

€. The NRC inspector found that TU Electric failed to take
adequate corrective action as follows:

(1) The specification does not specifically address the
controls of activities affecting the quality of the
fuel oil tanks.

(2) gv Electric did not address why the documentation was
ost.

(3) 7TV Electric did not specifically address the lack of
ASME XI involvement.

The above work on the diesel fuel oil tanks was net a
service procured under Code V, but the work was performed
on site by a contractor. However, the similarity existed
between work on the service water system and work
previously done on the component cooling water, diesel
generators, and steam generators, that is, the guestion
about whether the procurement and application of coating
were safety-related. Other similarities were that work
was not done under ASME XI auspices, and documentation was
not readily retrievable.

Exit Meeting (30703)

An exit meeting was conducted May 2, 1989, with the applicant's
representatives identified in paragraph 1 of this report. No
written material was provided to the applicant by the
inspectors during this reporting period. The applicant did not
identify as proprietary any of the materials provided to or
reviewed by the inspectors during this inspection. During this
meeting, the NRC inspectors summarized the scope and findings
of the inspection.



INSPECTION PLAN FUR COMANCHE PEAK OPERATIONAL READINESS
ASSESSMENT (ORAT) INSPECTION

1. Objective

This inspection is eing performed in accordence with draft Inspection Proce-
dure IF §3806, "Operationa) Resciness Assessment Tean Inspections,” which 1s
included as Attachment 1, The objective of this inspection 1s to provide ¢
major input and besis for a NEC determinstion of the startup resdiness of the
Comenche Feak Steam Electric Stetion (CPSES). Operationa) readiness assess-
WEnts are required before issuance of the low-power 1icense, and before
1ssvance of the fullepower license or during power esceletion, The major focus
of the inspection will pe the verification of an dppropriate vpersting attituce
well before fue) loading anc initia) criticelity, In dddition, programs thet
contro) construction completion, procedurs) use and work assignments shoule
have been phased out or merged with operational control programs. The inspec.
tion will also emphasize the effectiveness of management oversight, corrective
ection programs . root cause enalysis, anc the readiness to support operations,
At the conclusi.~ of the inspection we will provide a recommendation on whether
the applicent can safely proceed to fuel loading and low power testing,

N Background

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Statfon (CPSES) Units 1 and 2 dre owned by
Texes Utilities Electric Company (TU Electric), o subsidiary of Texas Utilities
Company (TUCo), Texas Municipa) Power Agency (TMPA), and Tex-La Electric
Cooperative of Texas, !nc. (Tex<La). TMPA 1s 1n the process of transferring
their ownership interest to TU Electric and Tex«La 1§ transfcrrin? their
Ownership to TU Electric in the near future. The leacd epplicant {s TU Elec-
tric, which has been aosignated Agent for CPSES by the owner-applicants, The
focility 15 a stangerd 1160 Mw westinghouse four-loop pressurized woter reactor
with & steel lined, reinforced concrete containment, The units are locateo in
Glen Rose, Texas, dpproximately 40 southwest of Fort Worth, Texas.

The eapplicant recefved a Construction Permit in December 1974 and hed essen-
tially cumpleted construction énd preoperational testing and turned the systems
Over to operational control in 1984. The original architect-engineer was Gibbs
énd Kill; however, they were replaced by Stone and Webster after 1985, Ebasco
end Impell have also provided engineering support since 1965. 1In 1982 numerous
sdverse allegations were recefved, most of which concerned construction
écequacy and quality assurance., These 1ssues have been subsequently referred
1o as the “Walsh-Doyle* issues. In 1923 an NRC Construction Appraisal Team
confirmed these allegations and the ASLB determined that TU Electric wes not in
dccordance with Appendix B of 10 CFR §0.

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regu!ation (NRR) assembled a Technica) Review
Team (TRT) onsite in 1984. The TRT included S0 technical experts from the NRC,
national laboratories, and consulting organizations. The TRT spent four months
investigeting the 8llegatiors and documented their findings 1n five
Supplementa) Sufety Evaluation Reports (SERs). In addition, numerous concerns
about the design and construction of the plant evulved through contentions
before the MRC's Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB) and the Comanche Peak
Indepencent Assessment Program review conducted by Cygra Energy Services.

1 Enclosure ¢



In response to the concerns, the applicant implemented the Comanche Peas
Response Teeam (CPRT) in 1984 to dcaress a1l relevant fssues, existing ang
future. This program fnvolved o re-verification of the desigr ang
re-inspection of the construction of selected engineering disciplines. 1In 1968
the Sesign review was initiated. Based on the extent of deficiencies igenti.
fied, TU Electric ceveloped the Corrective Action Program (CAP) in 1987 to
recuire a conplete design re-verificetion; hardware validation, fncluding
herdware re-inspection and modifications; and design and “as-buflt* reconcilya-
1100 1n & bread number of aress. The development ang implementation of the CAp
for design anc construction deficiencies typifies the bggressive ang thorough
&pproach thet TU Electric management has applied to sefety issues. This
ettitude is regularly femonstrated by TU Electric managers, several of whom are
former NRC emp Oyees, but not always by the working staff,

In 1987, the KRC Office of Special Projects (0SP) was formed to ensure compre-
hensive and timely resolution of comp lex regulatory concerns with o strength.
€ned and integrated staff organization and direct lines of mansgement
responsibility anc suthority and eppropriste high-level direction. This Office
wes 1ncorporated into the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) in January
1569 as the Associate Directorship of Specia) Projects and retains
responsibility for al) licensing and inspection activities.

There has only been one recent escalated enforcement caseé completed. In
February 1985, the staff cited TU Electric with a Leve! 111 Violation for
fetlure to submit o timely application for extension of the Unit ) constryction
permit. The applicant had inadvertently a)lowed the originel permit to expire.

There have been slightly over 1000 21legations received by the staff concerning
Comenche Peak, A1l of the dllegations received prior to formation of 0SP have
been closec. Of the remaining, epproximately 13 rematn open,

Induly 1988, TU Electric reached an agreement with the remaining intervenor
(1.€., Citizens Associated for Sound Energy) and the ASLE hedrings were
dismissed, As a resuit, Ms, Juanita E111s, became a member of the Operations
Keview Committee and TU Electric compensated CASE for previous expenses. 1In
August 1988, a new group, the Citizens for Fair Ut111ty Regulation (CFUR), and
&n individual, Mr. Joseph Macktal, are dttempting to gain status as
intervenors.

The extensive corrective action effort to correct the numerous design and
construction deficiencies has been underway at CPSES over the past severa)
years. This program has resulted in [ significant number of modifications to
bring the plants into conformance with NRC requirements. In March 1988, the
applicant tomporaril{ suspended work on Unit 2 to concentrate resources on
Unit 1 completion., The spplicant is currently nearing completion of the
corrective actions and has committed to re-perform greater than 90 percent of
the preoperationa) tests as the Prestart Test Program., Hot functiona) testing
(NFTg &nd integrated leak rate testing on Unit 1 was completed in July (Unit |
previously underwent WFT in 1985),

The applicant has committed to begin a two-week operational readiness periog
following completion of consiruction and testing. The project status report
currently shows a fuel losd readiness date and the beginning of this *quiet
time" on October 2, 1989, The applicant is running about two-weeks behine



schedule; therefore, the earliest they shoule be ready for Vicensee 18suance s
ouring the second week of our inspection,

111, Inspection Plan

A. Objectives
The inspection has three major objectives:

(1) Indepencently assess the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES)
power ascension, operations, and operations support programmatic ang
staffing readiness for operations.

(2) Monitor daily activities in the areas of ogcr|t1ons. testing, maintenance,
engineering and technicea) support, anc qua ity assurance in order to
assess whether the applicant is resdy to operate the facility safely,

(3) Eveluate the stetus of the prestart testing program to deteruine whether
testing has been essentially completed and that outstanding construction
deficiencies will not acversely affect the safe operation of the plant,

B. Scope

The emphasize of the inspection will be an independent assessment of the
effectiveress of menagenent oversight, corrective sction programs, root cause
enalysis, and the readiness to Support operations. The inspection wil) verify
that the applicant has esteblished an appropriate operating sttitude we))
before fuel loading,

In order to focus the inspection effort, we wil) 1imit our cetailed review of
safety-relatec sctivities, system elignments, material condition, surveillence
testing, and operational procedures to the following systems:

) HMigh Pressure Injection,

) Decay Heat Removal.

) Auxiliary Feedwater.

g Diese) Generators.
Station Batteries.

’\A’\A"\
Aol O U S

This inspection plan has been developed to address the applicant's operationa)
readiness in the six functiona) dreas. A detailed evaluation criteria for each
of the areas s provided in Appendix A, Any suggested changes should be
provided to the team leader. The functiona) areas are:

(1) Plant Operations.

¢) Surveillance and Testing.

3) Facility Management Organization,

&) Power Ascension Test Program (PATP).
és Maintenance,

6/ Engineering and Technical Support,

C. Team Members

In orcer to accomplish this inspection, the team wil) be divided into two
sections -- operations and operational support. The operations section will



focus on operations department activities and control room observations anc the
Operations support section will focus on the System walkoowns and the Opera-
tiona] readiness and support of the remaining departments, Continuous contro)
room coverage 1s anticipated for at least 72+hours (Tuesday through Saturcey)
of the first week onsite), In sodition, the operations support section wil)
perform we lkdowns of the selectec systems during the same time pericd. On
Sunday (October 22) the entire tean w111 reconvene to Jeis-mine the direction
of the remainder of the inspection, The team member: are listed below.

Chris A, VanDenburgh - Team Leader - NRR - (301) 4920965 73 .
Owight D. Chamberlain - Asst. Team Leader - Region IV « (817) 860-8249 / ‘2 = e

Operations Section

Joy R. Ball - Discipline Lead - NRR - (301) 4920962
Jeckie £, Bess - Region 1V/STP-SR] . (512) 9722507
Larry R. Veeder - Prisuta-Beckman Associetes, Inc. - (412) 872.-9187

Robert L. Lewis « Prisuta-Beckman Associates, Inc. - (412) 872-9157
Bruce W, Deist - Consulting Services - (301) §72-1973

Jﬂ \/l(’ﬂ-.«_

Operations Support Section

Thomas 0. Mckernon « Discipline Lead - Region IV/DRS « (817) B60-8153
Donald C. Kosloff - Region 111/Devis-Besse - (419) B9B-276%

Doneld A. Beckman - Prisuta-Beckman Associates, Inc, « (412) 872-915a7
Gary G. Rhoads « Prisuta-Beckmen Associates, Inc, - (412) 872-9187
Peul E. Harmon - Region 11/5equoyah-R] « (615) 842-8001

D. Team Assignments

The inspection report is required to be issued within 45 days of the end of the
inspection, To simplify the development of the report, 1 have assigned the
following topics for development and documentation. These assignments have
been made based on my understanding of each inspector's experience and back-
ground and | have attempted to evenly distribute the workload., If &ny aadi-
tional topics are fdentified (either before or during the inspection) 1 will
make the required changes. These assignments are not fina) and any questions
Or suggestions should be 1dentified as soon as possible,

An inspection report outline wil) be provided during the inspection which wil)
be similar to the topics i1dentified in Appendix A,

Cperations Operations Support

Bell - Shift Professionalism McKernon - Facility Management
Procedure Adherance Outstanding Construction
Deficiencies
Harmon - Post Trip Review Process Kosloff - Power Ascention Program
Shift Communications Surveillance and Testing
Shift Routine/Turnovers MTE Contro!



Bess - Operability Determirations Beckmar « Maintenance

Response to Annunciators Hovsctecping
Offenorme) Conditions Room and Areés Turnovers
Station vita) Drawings

Veeder « Equipment Outeof-Service Rhoads - Engineering & Tech. Support

System Status Contro) § Logs 50.50 Safety Reviews

LCO Tracking Technica) Specifications
Lewis «  Operating Procedures Johnson « Self-Assessment Progrem

Abnorme) Procedures System vValve Lineups

Event Reperting Lessons Learned Programs

Deist - Organization § Steffing
Staff Stability an¢ Experience
Operator Training

Attachments 2 anc 3 contain background informatios on the facility provided by
NRR's Special Project's Diviston and current orgenization cnart. In addition,
I have incluced o copy of the Shoreham ORAT lnspection Report (50-322/85-80)
which will be the mode) for our inspection report, Also included are copies of
the inspection report for the Augmented Inspection Team (50-445/89-30;
S0-446/89+30) and resultant Information Notice B9-62 conducted following recent
problems with Bor?-Uorncr check valves ot Couanche Peak. This inspection
1gentified severs] weaknesses with the operation of the facility. These
concerns were conmunicated to the epplicant and are included &5 Attachment 4,
And finally, 1 have included copies of recent inspections (50-445/89-58;
50-446,/859-58 and 50-445/89-43; 50-426/89-42) concerning the implementation of
the emergency plan which feentifieo severa) problems concerning the knowlege
level of the operators. I will be forwarding system descriptions and selected
plant procedures after | complete the pre-inspection visit during the first
week of Octoder. In the meantime, please famniliarize yourself with information
provided end communicate any suggestions for organizing our task directly to
me.

IV. lnspection Schedule

A. Inspection Preparation

Sept, 2% Receive ORAT inspection planner,

Oct. 2 Provide comments to team leader by COB.
Oct. 10 Receive pre-inspection review material,
B. Inspection

Oct. )5 Arrival at motel,

Oct. 16 (8:00 am) Arrive onsfte et Comenche Peak - Badging, entrance and
site orientation,

Oct. 17.2% Perform system walkdowns, monitor contro) room sctivities,
review procedures, and conduct interviews,



Oct. 26 (1:00 pm) Conduct NRC ranagement briefing and practice epplicant
ex1t,

Oct. 27 (B:00 am) Conduct exit.

C. Inspection Report Preparation

Oct. 30 (8:00 am) Arrive at KRC White Flint Offices.

Oct. 30 « Nov. 3 Entire team complete and tpprove draft inspection report,

Nov, € Submit draft inspertion report to technica) editours.,

Nov. 14 Submit draft inspection report to Section Chief.

Nov, 21 Submit draft inspection report to Branch Chief,

Nov, 2% Submit draft inspection report to Division Director.

Dec. € Submit approved 1nspectior report to Projects Division.

Dec. 11 Issue inspection report 45 deys from inspection exit
meeting,

Y. Trave) Itinerary

Reservations for fourteen single rooms at the government rate have been made in
My naiw at the Plantation Inn in Granbury, Texas, for October 15 - November 2,
Directivns to the CPSES are incluced as Attechment §. Please cal) (817)
573-8846 by September 4 to individually confirm and guarantee your reservetion,
I plan to arrive at the mote! on October 10 at epproximately 6:00 pm. The
entire team will meet on October 16 at 7:00 am in the hote) lobby. |
enticipate departing the site on October 27 at dpproximately noon, therefore
your departure reservations should be made accordingly,

¥e will begin work on the inspection rogort on the Monday (October 30) follow-
ing the conclusion of the inspection. The entire team wil) participate in this
effort. Please plan on beginning work at the NRC White Flint offices at

6:00 am on October 30, The draft inspection report will be completed by COB
Novenber 3 and the inspection report will be fssued within 45 days of the
conciusion of the inspection,

Reservations for ten single rooms at the government rate have been made for
October 29 - November 10 under & group reservation (1.e., NRC Group-
VerDenburgh) at the Guest Quarters Inn located at 7335 H;sconsin Avenue,
Beth 'da, MD, 20814. The mote) is within one block of the Bethesca station of
the Metro Red Line. Please call 4:4-2900 or (301) 961-6400 by October 16 to
individually confirm ang guarantee your reservation. Please inform me of your
Bravei ftinerary for both trips, including renta) cars plans, before COB
ctober 10. '

VI. Inspection Routine

Normal working hours will be 8:00 AM to 9:00 PM while onsite, including the
first Saturdey (October 4). A11 NRC employees should arrange to suspend their




conpressec end flexible time work schedules for the duration of the inspection,
Overtime will be Spproved on & cese besis by the team leader.

Teum meetings will be hele Geily at 8:00 an. A)) teunm member's observations
will be provided on Appendix b ir sufficient detail to Support their obserya-
tions anc conclusions. The team lesger wil) Meet with the applicant dat)y
following the teem meeting, The status of outstending concerns and significent
obsorvot;ons developed from the previoys Géy's Appendix B forms will be
discussed,

The inspection will be effectively over by noon on October 26, A1) further
team efforts will be devoted to preparing for the NRC mensgement briefing ang
the ex1t meeting with the Ticensee, The inspection report number 1s
$0-445/85200. NRC personne) should charge their time to the following:

Docket Number 50-44%
Inspection Report Nunber 89200
Inspection Procedure (1P) 93806
Inspection Procedure Elememt (1pg) 0A
item of Major Interest (Im1) 10K1

Flesse contact me at (301) 482-0965 upon receipt of your review meterfals end
for confirmation of essignments,

Chris A, VenDenburgh, Team Leader
Special Inspection Branch
Division of Reactor Inspection
end Sefeguards
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachments:

51 Creft lnsgection Procedure 1P $3806

¢) Comanche Peak Background Information

(3) Comanche Puak Organizationa) Chart

fag HRC Concerns Regarding Operations Response to Check Valve Fatlures
$

Maps to CPSES



APPENDIX A
OPERATIONAL REAUINESS ASSESSMENT EVALUATION CRITERIA

Flant Cperations

Operetinns orgenization ane staffing

Steff stability end morsle

Operatiuns experience ang training (including remote shutdown training)

0porat1ny shift professionalism

Methoes for operability determination

Postetrip review process

Lessons learned (root couse) progrems

Performance of sefety evaluations

Event reporting

Response to annunciatore end of fenormal conditions

Nuisance alarm an¢ 1ndication controls

Shift routine ang turnover

Ecuipment cuteufeseryice controls

System stotus contro) end logs

Operating ang emerQency operating procedures

Procedure edhere:.ce

verification of syste. Tine-ups (including use of loca) valve position
indications)

Housekeeping and materia | contro)

Communications with other departments

surveiilence and Testing

Organization and stlffing
Qualifications and train ng
Interface between operations and startup testing organizations
Completion of prestart (precperational) testing

Observations of surveillance performance

Technica) Specification technical adequacy

Technica) Specification surveillance LCO tracking and control
Ferformance of 10 CFR 50,69 safety reviews

Calibration of installed and portable measuring and test equipment
Surveillance procedure review

Surveillance training of operators

Management and Quality assurance overview

F|c1lit1 Management Orgenizetion

Orgenization and staffing
Qualifications and tra1nin?

Management oversight activities and goals

Applicant's operativnal readiness essessments (interna) and external)
Onsite safety review committee

Lessons learned from previous new plant operating experience

Root cause an¢ corrective ection programs

A-]



Power Ascersion Test Program (PATP)

FATP organization ang staffing
Quelifications ang training
hpprove) for plateay changes
Quality essurence controls for PATP
Steffing prerequisites for testing
Program chenge controls

Test status ang scheduling

ggintcn!nct

Maintenance orgenization and staffing
Qualifications and training

Construction ceficiency “punchelist” items

Meintenance work observation

Material condition and labeling of systems and cumponents
Predictive naintenance programs

Post-maintenance testing

Nork planning and prioritization

Parts and material contro)

gnginoering and Technica) Support

Engineering organization and staffing
Qualifications and trafning

Systen engineering

Vendor manue) contrg)

Review of generic conmunications
Modification controls

Configuration controls

Temporary modifications

q




APPENDIX B

§ubdect 3 Qbsorvatign NO.
Rov1gign 3
References :
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PCER
INSPECTION PROCEDURE 93806

OPERATIONAL READINESS ASSESIMENT TEAN INSPECTIONS

PROGRAM APPLICABILITY: 2514

$300€-0) INSPECTION OBJECTIVE

The objective of this procedure 18 to provide guidance on conducting
Operationa) Resciness Assessrment Team (ORAT) {nspections for new plants.
Results from these {aspections wil) provide a major input and basis for a NRC
determination of startup readiness.

§3806-02 INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

02.01 lnsF%ct1on P1onn1ng. Condurt of Operational Readiness Assessments i3
recuired before Tssuence of the low-power Ticense, before 1ssuance of the
fullepower license, or during power escalatior. The inspection schedule and
scope are to be teilored to the indivioua) plant circumstances, The
inspection should Corcentrate on perceived weaknesses end areas important to
plant operations which have not yet been suffictently reviewed. Attachment )
pret 16es an outline of the areas that may be covered during assessment of the
reaciness for power operation.

02.02 Plant Inspection., The following specific ftems. 1n sddition to those
Tisted Tr Actachment T, should be considered during 0RA§ fnspectiony:

8. Focus the snspection on safety-significant activities such as fuel
Toading, reactor startup, heatup/cooldown, and surveillances., Direct
observations of activities are preferred and should be supplemented by
personnel interviews and document reviews., Systems should be selected
for walkdown and tnspection on the basis of their potentia) to cause
challenges to safety systems. (The results of similar unit design or
gene;-tg1 p;obab1113t1c risk assessment studies shoyld be used, (f
availadle.

b. Evaluate licersee menagement transitional controls. Construction
deficfency “punch® 115t {tems trensferred to the operations
organization for completion are efther subject to contractor
disposition or are converted to maintenance work order {tems. These
tems constitute incomplete construction phase work for which
management controls are required to ensure resdiness for operation.
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Evaluste mansgement oversight of and favolvement n efly work ane
preparation sctivities, Review licersee performance 1n concucting
Preventive  maintenance activities nd  controls over deferrec
preventive maintenance,

€. Review the licensee's program for operating experierce feedbsck ang
verify implementation, Assess whether controls exist that continvelly
fmplement lessons learned and that research the sefety significance of
problems that have veveloped during the Stertup of similarly designes
plents, Select ang review, 1n detail, severa) operational probiems
experienced by the licensee curing the preoperatione) OF startup test
phase anc assess whether the problem wes fully reviewes and understoos
prior to further testing. Determine {f the licensee has reviewed
NUREG-1275 enc applied lessons Tearned. Evaluste wvhether procedurs)
problems related to operations are being effectively foentified arc
expeditiously correctec.

d.  Exemine the licensee's se)f-assessment cepability as 1t relates to
resdiness for operatic, includin the root ceuse enalysis process,
the corrective action program, and the trending and generic aplice-
bility review of self-1centified problems. Determine the ddequacty of
the deficiency reporting system, including thresholds, ang evaluate
the effectiveness of prioritizetion of the fdentified prodblems.
Review the root cause nalysis trafning program, Assess the
involvement of QA ang engineering 1n problem resclution.

€. Determine whether operator trafning, 1ncluding simuloator vsage,
includes beginning-of.life core characteristics anc system response,
Through operator interviews, contro) room observations, and the review
of alarm response procedures, determine whether shift personnel are
preparad to respond to abnorma) plant conditions, fnstrumentation ang
control setpoint and Cisplay anomalies, and the potential for o high
number of challenges to sefety systems during testing,

f. Evaluate whether there s any change 1n the Qua'it Assurance (QA)
program effectiveness due to the ¢t ferences 1n the QA organizatiora
interactions with other station departments under operationa) controls
versus what existed when ynder construction controls, Verify whether
program requirements exist for Quality dfsurance/quality contro)
(QA/0C) personnel to be present during back shifts, and assess
adeouacy,

§. Determine whether the licensee has implemented an effective Technica)
Specification Apprafse) process, Yerify that plant procedures
sccurately reflect the applicable Technice) Specification sections,
Verify the ddequacy of administrative controls to complement startup
testing activities under Technica) Specificstion constraints, s
Opposed to the latitude for “troubleshooting® problems that exist
under preoperationa) testing controls,

h. Determine whether the Ticensee has implemented an effective program

to review and focus attention en balence-of-plant (BOP) operations to
recuce the frequency and severity of plant transients,
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1. Evaluate the ddequacy of Yicensee plans to resolve materfa) ang
personnel access and work control problems once the rediclogically
controlled areas (RCAs) and Protectec/vita) arees are estadbliished,

Jo Evaluate the statys of contro)  room dnnuncistors, elams, and
recorders.  Verify the ddequacy of the licensee's methodology for

k.  Evaluate the Ticensee's program to review and evaluste the impact of
the maintenance work request backlog on operations) resdiness,
including the collective Ympact on safety system evailadbility ang
operability., Determine ¢ sefety-reloted work s being accompliched
b{ :eons)othor then the written sdministrative controls (e.9., "shop
tickets"),

1.  Review the qualifications ane commercisl operating experience of key
manegers and operators and whether oreenfzational responsibil{ties and
interfaces exist to support an operating unit, Determine whether the
licensee has staffed the organization to levels which are capeble of
successfully operating and supporting the unit,

m. Review the startup test. - schedule and stetus of completion to ensure
that the startup tntin? committed to in the fina) tofety analysis
report (FSAR) s, or will be, actually performed. If tests are de-
leted or mocified, ensure that an adequate 10 CFR 50.59 review was
performed and forwarded to NRC for review.

n. Review the method for keeping track of entry into and exit from
Technica) Specification sction statements, Ensure that the operators
ere aware of all action statements 1n effect and their cumulative
implications.

Twenty-four-hour inspection coverage of shift cperations 1S necessary at
various times during the startup sequence. Such coverage 1s routinely
provided during imitial criticality end other periods of startup testing b

regional/resident personne! in the concduct of the NRC Inspection Manua

Chapter 2514 1nspection program.  Judgment must be exercised in balancing
Such benefits against the requirement for additfona) inspection resources to
conduct around-the-clock shift coverage,

02.03 Menagement Meetings. Frequent NRC mansgemerc meetings with licensees
are recomnended before and after the ORAT 1{n- - -tion to maximize the
effectiveness of the Operaticnal Resciness Review ~rocess., Throughout the
first few months of 1nitia) commercial operation, the NRC should review with
the plant management and staff the root ceuses of a)) reportable events and
plenned Yicensee corrective actions at such periodic meetings. The ORAT exit
meeting should emphasize the continuing nature of the NRC readiness review
process.,

93806-03 INSPECTION BUIDANCE

03.01 General Guidance. Previous NRC evaluations and Office for Analysis
end Eveluation of Operationa) Data (AEOD) studies have shown that effective
mansgement of the transition from construction to operations and of the
fecdback of operating experience from other plants (and similar plants) can
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sfgnificantly enhance early performance. This inspection procedure provides

pereral guidence on the scope, content, problem aress, and verifications
relevent to the conduct of ORAT fnspections,

ORAT inspections will emphasize the effectiveness of management oversight,
corrective action programs, root couse analysis, and the resdiness to support
operations, The following major points should be assessed: the establish.
ment of & tasic framework of mansgement programs to support the eperation of
the unit; the establishment ang implementation of program to gather ang
epply lessons learned from industry experience; the ability of the management
team to establish a proper working atmosphere in which to operate the uniy;
the involvement of both site and corporate engineering 1n the operation of
the unit; and the depth of 0A involvement in plent operations and problems,
For mew plants 1t 1s essentfal thet the licensce fdentify lessons learned
from previous new plant operating experience and communicate these lessons to
the senfor management of the new plant., New plants thet have come on 11ine
have shown significsnt improvement after establishing effective root cause
enalysis and corrective action programs. Effective station goals and actions
that result from self-assessment demonstrate the readiness of the plant for
safe operatior and the readiness of 1ts personnel for the conduct of the
plant's safe operation.

However, one common element supports a1l Operatfona! Readiness Reviews,
including ORAT verification sctivities, and that {5 the funcamenta! need for
the establishment of an ppropriste operating attitude well before initia
criticality, Programs that contro) construction completion should be phasec
Out or merged with operations) contro) progroms in order to minimize the
confuxion associeted with cuplicate systems of controlling work. The same 1s
0lsy true for procedural use and personnel work assignments. Operationa)
controls should be fmpiemented as early as possible to allow for personnel
acclimation and training,

It 1s also important that such operationa) controls, particularly in the
ereas of meintenance and modifications, be consistent with both the original
bases of the plant design and the good wurk practices used during plant
construction,

The plenning for this inspection s on importent element. Selection of the
inspection team 1s & very important function during the planning phase,
Operating experience of team members should be a primary consideration for
selection, especially for the contro) room observations. The use of resident
inspectors from similar sites and experienced regional/Nuclear Reactor
Regulation inspectors should be emphasized. The inclusfon of a 1icensing
examiner may also be beneficial in evaluating operational readiness.
Consideration thould also be given to including o team member with expertise
in menagement and organizatfonal theory and/or human factors engineering, 1f
sppifcable to the inspection scope. The size of the team wil) vary depending
on the scope and duration of the inspection,

03.02 Specific Guidance

e, Insgection Requirement 02.01. The scheduling of the ORAT {nspection
she € Dased upon the previous licensee experience and operating
history as may be applied to the specific plant. An inspection of the
first nuclear unit for a utility may require more lead time before the
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93806

projected fuel load date than 1s needed for inspections of subsequent
ruclear units, The timing ¢f the inspection MUst be well coordinates
with other NRC and third party inspection sctivities, such as:

(1) Inspection Procedure 84300 status report requt ements,

(2) Issuence of the proof and revies copy of the Technica)
Specificetions,

(3) Regional 0Office conduct of & team inspection for 8 Technica)
;Decificltion Review 1n eccordeance with Inspection Procecure
130

(4) Conduct of the INPC Preoperations) Pesistonce visit 0t the site.

(5) Conduct of utility selfeassessment activities ang ovailability
Of the resulting report(s),

Prior Ticensing and plant restart experience indicates that ORAT
inspections can be optimally conducted about 3 months before issuance
ef the initia) licerse, 1In the cese of fullepower operation for a new
plant, snother evaluation should be conducted 3 to € months after
receipt of the fullepower license to observe actua) operationa)
ectivities.

The aress of review should also be based o: the previous experience
of the licensee. For example, the inspectic plan for the thirg unit
In & three-unft station wi)) differ consicer 'bly from the inspection
plan for the station's first unit,

Inspection Requirement 02.02. For newly licensed plants, the status
the cperational preparedness phese of the Preoperationa) Testing
Program (NRC Inspection Manua) Chapter 2513, Appendix B) should be
reviewed to determine which inspections are incomplete and whether
problems have bpeer fdentified in the aress previously inspected.
The KRC Inspection Manual Chapter 2513 Program Inspection Procedures

can be utilized to develop aress for review during the operationa)
readiness team inspection. Current procedures exist in the following
inspection areas, as listed in the NRC Inspection Marua) Chapter 2513,
Appendix B:

(1) Operations

(2) Maintenance

(3) Fuel Receipt and Storage

(4) Fire Protection

(5) Surveillance ;

(€) Plant Water Chemistry Controls

(7) Radiological Controls
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(€)
(8)

Security and Safeguards

Quality Assurance

The operations phase inspection program (NRC Inspection Manye) Chepter
618) 21so0 containg 1nspectton procedures that can be used to develop

(1)

(2)

(3)

()

(§)

(6)

Issue Date

Plant Operations

42700 Plant Procedures

64704 Fire Protection/Prevention Program
717907 Operationa) Sefety Verification
71710 ESF System Walkdown

Maintonancc/Survcillonco

61700 Surveillance Procedures and Records

€1726 Monthl{ Survei)lance Observation

61728 Surveillance Testing ang Calibration Control
Program

62700 Maintenance Program Implementation
€2702 Maintenance Program

62703 Monthly Maintenance Observetions
62704 Instrument Maintenance

62708 Electrica) Maintenance

Engineering and Technical Support

37700 Design, Design Changes, and Modifications
37701 Fecility Modifications
72701 Modification Testing

Safety Assossmcnt/00111ty Verification

35701 QA Program « Annual Review

40500 Evaluation of Licensee Self-Assessment
Copability

$2720 Corrective Action

Security

BlXxx Physical Security (81000 serfes procedures)
81018 Security Plan ang Implementing Procecures
81020 Management Effectiveness - Security Pro?rcms
8107x Access Control (81070 series procecures
gl08g Communications

Emergency Preparedness

82701 Operational Status of the Emergency
Preparedness Program

XX/XX/XX «6 -
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(7) Radietion Controls

83750 Occupations) Exposure, Shipping, ang Transportatiorn

84750 Redioactive Waste Systems; Water Chemistry; Confirme.
tory Measurements ang Rediologicel Environmenta)
Monitoring

s InsqectiOn Reouirement 02,03, The scope of the ORAT {nspection must
€ Tiexible enough to accommodate both the unique plant design ang
the plant inspection history, including systematic assessment of
licensee performance (SALP). ~ Thys, departures from standard nuclear
steam supply system (NSSS) designs ang firsteof-a-king plant features
may provide aress for specific review at 2 new plant, Both the ARC
Operi Items List and the licensee's interna) *punch® 1ists should be
reviewed for planning fnpyt end to 1dentify areas in which work mey
not be completed before criticality s schieved. Also, the results of
Pest NRC teem finspections at the plant should be considered not only
10 understand past problem ereas, but a1so to review the effectiveness
of licensee corrective dction programs, The licensee's responsiveness
to previously identified problems and issues provides one indicator of
the licensee's progress toward developing a proper operating attitude
&nd ensuring a high degree of resdiness for conducting criticality ang
power operations,

Just as the scope of any Operatiore! Readiness Review must pe
flexidble, so must the ORAT inspection pe sdaptable to chenges 1n
direction and emphasis. Frequent team meetings are essential not only
10 identify any generic problems or concerns that mey exist in the
¢ifferent inspection dreas, but 2lso to redirect inspection resources
éway from areas in which no problems are evident. Identification of
dcceptable areas should be made to allow the inspectors the lat1tude
and time to thoroughly {nvestigate the causes of identified
problems. The ORATY inspection should be flexibly structured to adapt
t0 the necessary changes 1n direction &nd scope that occur through
the use of performance-based inspection techniques,

93806-04 RESOURCE ESTIMATE

This inspection f{s estimated to require 560 direct {nspection hours of
regional and headquarters resources., Actual 1inspections at a specific
plant may require substantially more or fewer resources, depending on the
inspection scope.

93806-05 REFERENCES

NUREG-1275, *Operating Experience Feedback Report - New Plants,* July 1987
NUREG/CR-5151, *Performance-Based Inspections,* June 1988

NPC Inspection Manual Chepters 2513 and 2515

Memorandum, J. Sniezek to Regiona)l Administrators, dated April 23, 1087
(NUDOCS 688€3/046).

END
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Attachment 1
OPERATIONAL READINESS REVIEWS
Plant Operaticng

System Status Contre) and Logs
Organizetion ang Steffing
Shift Routine and Turnover
Tratning
Response to anmunciators and 0ff-normal Conditions
Mousekeeping and Material Condition
Contro) Room Decorym
Reportebility Requirements end Impiementation
Communicetions with Interfacing Depsrtments
Fitress for Dut{ Program
$

- .

Overtime Contro
Procedure Adequacy/Adherence

RO a T O MMM OOOIE >

Meintenance/Survei)lance

Maintenance Mansgement and Orgenization
Observation of Work Activities

Temporary Modificatiens

Preventive Maintenance Program

Failure Trending and Predictive Maintenance
Post-Maintenance Testing

Work Planning and Prieritization Processes
Training

Communications with Interfacing Departments
Rework Jdentification and Control
Implementation of TS Surveillance Requirements
Observation of Surveillance Activities
Procedure Adequacy/Adherence

- - .

.

A
e
C.
0
3
Ve
6.
H
l
J.
K.
L.
M.

Engineering and Technica) Support

« Podification Controlg
Support to Operations and Heintenance
Configuration Controls
Interface with ALARA Program
Licensing Activities and Techaical Specifications
HMonagement

Safety Assessment/Quality Yerdfication

Management Oversight Activities and Boals
Self-Assessment Capabilities (PORC, SORC, 1SE6)
Quality Assurance/Quality Control Involvement
Corrective Action Programs

Post-Trip Review Process

Operating Experience Feedback

Independent Verification Policies

Licensee Readiness Assessment

L

XEO"MTMOME D

Issue Date:

XX/XX/XX




v. Rediation Protection

Heelth Physics Organization anc Staffing
Rediological Convrols

Effluent/heste Controls

ALARA

Materials and Contamination Contro)
Surveys and Monitoring

Resoirctory Protection

Treining

"Umvn-vona)

Vi, Security

Orgenizetion and Steffing
Security Plan Implementation
Access Controls

Alarm Response
Communications

Training

o >

halssliesNal
-

vii. Emergency Freparedness

A.  Emergency Plan ang Implementing Procedures

B. Emergenc Fecilitfes, Equipment, Instrumentation,
and Supplies

C. Orgarization and Management Contro)

0. Training

E. Independent Reviews/Audit

Issue Date: XX/Xx/xx Al.2 Attachment 1, 9380¢
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Albachummk 2

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON
EAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION (CPSES)

Utility:
Location: 40 miles Sw

Texas Utflities Electric Company (97.8% Ownership)
(TU Electric/Applicant )
of Ft, Worth,

or Applicants

Somervel) County, Texass

Docket No,:

CP lssved:

Low Power License:

Full Power License:
Initia) Criticality:
Elec. Energ. 1st Gener:
Commercial Operation:
Reactor Type:
Containment Type:

Power Leve’:
Architect/Enginesr:

KSSS Vendor:
Constructor:

Turbine Supplier:
Condenser Cooling Method:
Condenser Cooling Water:

Licensing Project Manager:

NRC Responsible Office:

CPPD Projects:

Texss
gnig 1 Unit 2
50-445 $0-446
éZ/ID;gdeg 12/19/74
st. 10/ Not Schedules
ba 119 .
M \\/" -
PwR Same
Steel-lined, Same
reinforced concrete
3411 MWT; 1159 MWE Same
Original - Gibbs & NilY Same
Current - Reverification
and redesign effort by
Stone and Webster, Ebasco,
and Impell
wWestinghouse Same
Brown & Root Same
Allis<Chalmers Same
Circulating water System Same
Squaw Creek Reservoir Same

(see Projects greup below)

ennis M, Cr
(482-0722)

omanche Peak Project Division, OSP
ristopher Grimes, rector

(492-3299)

son,
(492-3306)

Melinda Malloy, LPM
(492-0738)

Mel Fields, LPM
(492-0765)

Abnchvan e 2
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CPPD Technica) Review:

CPPD Inspections:

Section Chiefs:

Senior Resident Inspectors

Resident Inspectors:

Recion 1V, Arlington TX:

Assistant Director for In ection Programs
FEF?FE“ParnicE. Iss?sian!lﬁ!roc!or
(817) 897-1500 CP Site

Herbert Livermore (817) 897.1500
Joel wiebe (817) £97-1500

: W'.'(IOpioirlotionls) 0k
(o Jows gend

¥ichael Runyan (C/S) $817) 897-1500
Steven Sitter (Ops) (817) 897-1500

Elec) (817) 897-1500
Responsible for Operator Licensing Activities,

Emergency Planring Activities, and Radiation
Sefety and Safeguards Inspections

Robert Latta

Robert Mzrtin, Regional Administrator
(8-728-8225)

John Montgomery, Deputy Regional Administrator
(B-728-8226)

e Director
Division of Reactor Safety
(8-728-8183)

A. B111 Beach, Director
Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards
(8-728-8248)

William Fisher, Chief
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch
(8-728-8215)

Blaine Murray, Chief
Reactor Programs Branch
(8-728-8126

Donald Driskill, Director
Office of Investigations Field Office
(8-728-8110)
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TU Electric Corporate Mansgement Personnel (Dallas, Texas)

Jerry S. Farrington, Chairman of The Board ang
Chief Executive, Texas Utilities Co.

Erle A. Nye, President, Texas Util1ties Co.
and Chairmen and Chief Executive, Texas
Utilities Electric Company

William G. Counsil, Vice Chairman
TU Electric

Michael D. Spence, President
TU Electric Generating Division

TU Electric Corporate Management Personnel (Site)

Willfam J. Cahi1), Executive Vice President,
Nuclear

H. 0. (Buz) Bruner, Senfor Vice President
Nuclear Engineering and Operations

R. A, Werner, Manager
Safeteam

TU Electric Management Personnel - Operations (Site)

A. B, Scott, Jr., Vice President
Nuclear Operations

J. J. Kelley, Jr., Plant Manager

J. V. Donahue, Operations

B. W. Wieland, Maintenance

6. J. Leughlin, Instrumentation and Controls
M. R. Blevins, Plant Support

M. J. Riggs, Plant Evaluation

J. S. McMahon, Training

T. L. Gosdin, Administrative Services
B. T. Lancaster, Plant Services

R. Daly, Startup

D. L. Davis, Results Engineering

S. L. Ell4s, Test

D. W. Stonestreet, Outage Planning
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Management P rsonnel - CPSES Nuclear {ngin!!ringégngin!!r1ng COnstrgc§1on
!ﬁa!ias ! i!!il

L. D. Nece, Vice President

J. W. Beck, Vice President,
Nuclear Engineering

J. B. George, Vice President,
Support

R. D. Walker, Manager
Nuclear Licensing

J. F. Streeter, Director
Quality Assurence

A. Husain, Director
Reactor Engineering

0. W. Lowe, Director
Engineering

T. G. Tyler, Director
Projects

D. M. Reynerson, Director
Construction

W. R. Deatherage, Director
Engineering Administration

Jo W. Muffett, Manager of Engineering (CECO)
J. E. Krechting, Director
Technical Interface

Workforce As of Apri) 8, 1989:

Organization Onsite Total
Eng. & Eng. Admin, 2351 2508
Construction 3694 3654
Projects 604 619
Operations 1686 1700
Nuclear Engineering 739 841
Support Services 275 2N
NEO Administration (5 45

TOTAL 9375 9664
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Regctor Operators

SROs Operating 19 Operating 24
Staf? 24 Staff 1

Tota) I Tota) Vi
15 SROs and 10 ROs are mequired to operate Unit )
Work Shifes

6 Shift Manning Cycle
3 shifts working
1 shift in trafning
2 shifts extre and off

As reflected in current proposed Technica) Specifications
each ghift will be comprised of the following staff:

For one unit oparation:

Shift Supervisor (SRO)
1 Assistant Shift Supervisor (SRO)
2 Reactor Operators
§ Auxiliary Operaiors
Shift Technical Advisor (SRO/STA)

For two unit operation:

shift Supervigsor (SRO)
2 Assistant Shift Supervisors (SRO)
4 Reactor Operators
10 Auxiliery Operators
Shift Technical Advisor (SRO/STA)
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lgactor Operator gx!ms Adminig;!rgd by the R!g1gn

Date of :um?:r of A St
Exam EE cants g;sgd 8 ed
!275‘/ 53'
RO 0 ¢ 0
06/06/88 SRO 7 ] 2
RO 6 3 3
12/15/87 SRO 0 0 0
RO § 3 4
07/13/87 SRO 8 7 1
RO é 4 0
09/23/86 SRO s 3 2
RO 7 6 1
04/01/8% Sk 2 2 0
RO 5 N 1
09/11/84 SRO 5 4 1
RC 17 8 )
04/03/64 SRO 12 7 5
W13 8 5
07/18/83 SRO 29 23 ()
RO 10 3 7
Totals 136 81 45
Requalification Exams Administered by the Region
Date of Number of
Exam Applicants Passed Failed
09/23/26 SRO 14 10 4
RO 7 3 4
04/01/85% SRO 7 4 2
RO 3 2 1
Totals 31 15 12

Next Examination Scheduled for: July 3-7, 1989 Requalification Exams

Number of Applicants: SRO 8
RO &

Total 12

“Ths was a retake exam including the "Administrative Topics® and *Control Room
Systems/Facility Walkthrough* sections of the operating exam.
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Allegations (continued)

The staff has recefved 45 allegations since the formation of 0sP,

As of May 15, 1589, 10 alle-atfons rematn open. A)) of the allegations
have been reviewed by the CPPD Allegation Review Committee to es-
tablish the nocossnr{ follow-up sction required for closeout. A))
totaled, approximately 130 allegers have reported concerns sbout
Comanche Peak.

Emergency Preparedness

The staff documented 1ts review of Revision 8 (FSAR Amendment 48) to the
Emergency Plan 1n SSER 6 (11/84). On the basis of a review of the
Applicant's Emergency Plan ageinst the (1) Planning Standarcs of

10 CFR 50.47(b), (2) requirements of Appendix E to 10 CFR §0, and

(3) guidance criteria 1n NUREG-0654, Revision 1 (11/80), *Criterfa for
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emcrgcncy Response Plans anc
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants (Rogu!ltory Guide 1,101,
Revision 2), the staff concluded that the Emergency Plan for CPSES

Units 1 and 2 provides an adequate planning basis for an acceptable state
of emergency preparedness and meets the requirements of Appendix E to

10 CFR 50. The Applicant provided Revision 9 to the Emergency Plan 1in
FSAR Amenament 58 (6/86) and with Revision 10 (8/88), the Plan was
separated from the FSAR and will be maintained as an independent report.
The staff's review of the changes to the Plan was completed in February 1989
and affirmed the staff's prior conclusions on the plan's acceptadbility,

In agaition to the Emergency Plan review, the staff compieted an appraisal
(September 6 through October 7, 1983) of the Applicant's implemented
emergency preparedness program (Inspection Reports 50-445/83-33 and
50-426/83-17 cared February B, 1984). Also, the Applicant's performance
was observed during a fulle-participation exercise (December 12-15, 1983)
with participation by the applicant, tiie State of Texas, and Hood and
Somervell Counties (Inspection Reports 50-445/83-46 and 50-446/83-2]
dated January 23, 1984).

8{ memorandum dated November 29, 1984, FEMA provided findings based on
the review of the original and revised offsite Emergency Plans and the
results of the December 14, 1983, full-participation exercise. FEMA
determined that:

offsite radiological emergency plans and preparedness for the
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station have been determined to

be adequate. Consequently, there is reasonzhlz assurance that
sppropriate measures can be taken offsite o protect the health
and safety of the public 1iving in the vicinity of the Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station.
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Plant Simylator

The simulator was op: tiona) 1n 1985 and 13 Comanche Peak Plant
specific. It 13 located in the Wuclear Operations Support Faeil gy
on-site and the vendor 15 Singer-Link,

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)

The SALP process was suspended 1n February 1985, becsuse of the TRT and
Region IV special attention., The SALP process was resumed by the NRC for
the period September 1, 1987 through August 31, 1988, The fina) SALP report

(see Attachment 3), Inspection Report 50-445/67-40 and $0-446/87-31, wes
1ssued on December 9, 1988,

Overall, the recent SALP concluded that, while there have been some
deficiencies in the complete impiementation &f Comanche Peak programs, TU
Electric has established 2 solid foundation for sxcellant performance.

Escalated Enforcement Actions

On February 28, 1989, the staff cited TU Electric with @ Level 111 Violation
(EA-88-278{ for fatlure to submit & timely application for extension of

the Unit 1 construction permit., HNo civil penalty was imposed 1n considaration
of the applicant's extensive corrective action programs, the ape of the
violation, and overall safety " nificarce of the violation.

Investigation/Allecations Status

0] In/estigations

0l has 1ssued 14 investigation reports, 29 fnquiries and 5 assists
to Region 1V. Areas include welding, QC, electrical, {nspections,
intimidation, procedures, management, NCRs, coatings, pipe hangers,
firings, falsification of records, and construction practices.
OSP/CPPD has referred 5§ requests for imvestigatien to CI. O
currently has 1 epen fnvestigation.

A11egat1ons

Slightly ovar 1,000 allegations have been received by the gtaff on
Comanche Peak. The evaluations of the majority of them
(approximately 600) were documented by the KRC's Technical Review
Team 1n SSERs 7-11 1n the following avess: electrical/testing,
¢ivil, protective coatings, mechanical, and QA/QC. Approximately
200 allegations (received after the SSERs mentioned sbove were
1ssued, but before September 15, 1985) in the areas of glectricel,
civil, mechanical, and QA/QC have deen evaluated snd documented.

The QA/QC allegations were closed out in inspection reports, and the
electrical, civil, and mechanical allegations are sddressed in SSERs
14-20. From September 15, 1985 unti)l the formation of the 0ffice of
Special Projects (OSP) 1n February 1987, Region 1V processed cons-
truction and QA/QC-related allegations; 14 aliegations were received
during this time period. A1l of the ellegations received prior to the
formation of OSP have been closed.
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The steff has reviewed the FEMA findin?s and determined that they support
the staff's recommencation that there 1s an adequate state of onsite and
offsite emergency planning and preparedness for fullepower licensing for
the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station,

In a subsequent letter dated July 15, 1985, FEMA transmitted 1ts findings
end cetermination {n accordance with the FEMA ryle (44 CFR 350). FEMA
determined that:

the Texas State and loca) plans and preparedness for the Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station are adequate to protect the health and
safety of the public 1n that there 1s reasonable assurance that the
sppropriate protective measures can be taken offsite in the event

of a radiological emergency. The adequacy of the public alert and
notification system has also been verified by FEMA 1n accordance
with the criteria 1n FEMA rule 44 CFR 350; Appendix 3 of NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1; and the "Standard Guide for the Evaluation of
Alert ang Notification Systems for Nuclear Power Plants® (FEMA-43),

Further, consistent with the Commission's Statement of Policy regarding
errangements for offsite emergency medical services, the Applicant, by
letter dated February 20, 1986, confirmed that the Emergency Plans of the
involved offsite response jurisdictions contain a 11st of medical service
facilities. The existence of such a 1ist 1n the pertinent plans has also
been confirmed by FEMA. Further, the Applicant has committed to fully
comply with the Commission's final response to the Court's remand.

The last full-participation exercise was conducted in November 1984. A
full-participation emergency exercise 1s scheduled for July 25-26, 1989.

In a letter to FEMA dated March 24, 1989, NRC requested FEMA to (1) provide
fts evaluation of the upcoming 1389 full-participetion exercise, (2) confirm
that any revisions to the State and local plans since 1984 have not decraded
the effectiveness of those plans, and (3) confirm that the emer ency plans of
the involved emergency response jurisdictions meet current regulatory re-
quirements and guidance.

Emergency Response Facilities

The Applicant's Emergency Plan and Emergency Response Facilities (ERFs)
provide for a Technical Support Center YTSC which 1s separate from the
Control Room but located adjacent to &nd above it. The TSC has the
capability to display and transmit data and data summaries describing
plant status to the Control Room and the Emergency Operations Facility
(EOF). There 1s space in the TSC for management and technica) personnel
to perform their functions. The radiological habitability of the TSC is
the same as the Control Room and communications are provided between the
Control Room, the Operationsl Support Center (0SC), the EOF, the NRC, and
other offsite agencies. The use of semi-portable continuous monitoring
instrumentation 15 available to determine dose rate and radioactivity
levels in the TSC.

The TSC appears to be capable of supporting reactor control functions,
evaluating and diagnosing plant conditions, and serving as the main
communications 11nk between the Contro) Room, the 0SC, the EOF, and the
NRC. The TSC can carry out the EOF functions unti) the EOF s staffed.
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Emergency Response Facilities (continued)

The Comanche Peak OSC 15 presently located fn the Maintenance Building
anc provides a place where ogorations support personnel can assemble anc
report 1n an emergency 45 well as receive instructions from the operating
staff. With Revision 10 to the Plan, the 0SC 1s being relocated to the
Raciation Control Access Office; the Mafntenance Building will serve as
an alternate OSC. The OSC has communications with the Control Room, the
TSC, and the EOF.

The EOF 15 attached to the Nuclear Operations Support Center which 1s
Tocated within 1.2 miles from the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station and
hes & Protection Factor of greater than 15, An alternate EOF g provides
in Granbury (10 miles). There 1s space 1n the EOF for management and
technicel personnel to perform their functions. There are communications
11nks between the EOF and the Contro) Room, the TSC, the 0SC, the NRC, anc
other offsite agencies. The EOF appears to be capable of coordinating all
the Applicant's onsite and offsite activities for reactor emergency
situations.

In SSER 3 (3/83) and 6 (11/84), the staff concluded that the Applicant's
umergency facilities and equipment are adequate to meet the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 on an interim basis, subject
to an onsite post-implementation review. This onsite post-implementation
review will also be used to determine the adequacy of the final ERFs in
accgrda;g; with the requirements and procedures given in Supplement 1 of
NUR 5’0 .

Significant Licensee Accomgiishmontg

The development and implementation of the Corrective Action Program (CAP)
for design and construction deficiencies typifies the aggressive and
thorough approach that TU Electric management applies to safety issues.
TU Electric's commitment to excellence 1s evident in their improvements
to the security systems and emergency preparedness facilities. This
commitment 15 regularly demonstrated by TU Electric managers, several of
whom are former NRC employees, but not always by the working staff,

Plant Status
Schedule

In March 1989, the Applicant formally announced that the current schedule
for Unit 1 fuel loading 1s “three months behind [our) ... mid-1989 schedule"
which was announced 1n March 1988, Based on current construction activity
schedules, TU Electric estimates that Unit 1 will be ready to load fuel in
October 1989. Unit 2 construction was suspended in March 1988. TU
Electric estimates that the Unit 2 fuel load date will be approximately

two years after Unit ) fuel load,
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Plant Stetus (continued)
Hearing Sg!tgs

Comanche Peak has been & heavily contested proceeding since 1581, On
July 1, 1988 the Applicant, intervenor (Citizens Association for Sound
Energy), eno the NRC staff filed a Joint Motion for dismissa) of the
proceedings based on a Joint Stipulation describing the terms of a
settiement agreeient under which CASE President, Ms. Juanita E1N4s, would
become & member of the Operations Review Committee and TU Electric
would compensate whistlehlowers, The Joint Motion applied to the
edmitted contentions 1n ooth the OL and Unit 1 construction permit
amengment (CPA) proceedings. At a specia) prehearing conference on
July 13, 1988, the ASLB fssued a Memorandum and Order dismissing the
proceedings.

On August 11, 1988, the Citizens for Fair Utilit‘ Regulation (CFUR)
filed, with the ASLB, & Request for Hearing and Petition for Leave to
Intervene 1n both the OL and CPA proceedings in place of CASE. That
petition was denied by the Commission in CLI-B8-12, Mr, Joseph Mackta)
filed a motion on December 30, 1988 requesting the Commission to recon-
sider CL1-8B-12, and CFUR petitioned the U. S. Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit in New Orleans on February 15, 1989 to review the decision.
On January 19, 1989 Mr. Macktal filed & motion before the U. S. Court of
Appeals for the D, C. Circuit to overturn CLI-B8-12, which the Commission
has moved that the Court dismiss. His December 30, 1988 motion was denied
by the Commission on April 20, 1985 (CLI-B$-06).

AEOD Analysis of Operatfonal Data
N/A

NRR Ogerating Reactor Agscssm!nt

N/A

Public Issues

Except for the saf:t{ 1ssues associated with the hearings, public
sentiment in the Dallas and Fort Worth area, as reflected in newspaper
articles, editorials and television news, 1s principally concerned with
the plant's cost increases and the state's energy balance.

/
SALP ort (In fon Re 7-40 apd 50-445787-31
1, }88) ‘ \
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Resuees of the key TU Electrie/CPSES personnel 1a the following

oreer:

Lerry &, Barmes
John . Back
Hichae) R, Bleving
Dudley M. Bozeman
H, D. Bruner

Willtem J. Conil), Jr.

Richard Daly, Jr,
Doug L. Davig

David €. Devingy
Joseph ¥, Donahue
Stephen L. E114g
Jog B. Geuvrge
Phi111p €. Malstasd
Chuck Mogg

Ausa? Husein

James J. Kellgy, Jr.

John £. Krachting
Bobby T. Lancaster
G. Jay Laughlin
Owen W. Lowe

David R, Hoore
Jemes o, Myuffete
Robert J. Prinmece

Michaal J. Riggs
Eric J. Sehmite
Austin B, Scote
Peter 8. Stevans

EPSES/PFSAR

Shift Opereations Mangger

Vice Presigent, Muclear Eng!n@or1n9
Manager of Wuclear Operations Support
Cheatstry gng Eavironmenta) Henaper
Senfer Vice President

Enecutive Viee Prasident, Muciear
Hsnoger, Startup

Mensger, Tachnicel Suppore

Deputy Director, Qual1Ry Assurance
Haneger, Operations

Perforsance ong Tast Hanogar

Vice Prestdent, Suppert

Hansper, Quality Contro)

Chie? Engingar

Director, Roactor Engincering
Plent Haneger

Director, Technica) Interface
Kanager, Plgnt Support

Instrument and Controlsg Manager
Director of Design Engineering and
Cenfiguration Controi

Heneper, Werk Contro)

Henager of Enginearing (CECO)
Assistent Radiatien Protection
#anagar

Plant Evaluatien HangQar

Rediation Pretaetien Ngnager

Yice President, Nucleor Operotions
Hansger of Operations Support
Engineering Group

Draft Yersion







1.

2.

LR

6.

9.
i0.
1l.

12.

13.

14,

18,

16.

Operators ang startup fatlure to follow procedures,
Velving errors to start the 2 backflow events,
PT-0102, P1-270), and PT6403

Operators' leck of sensftivity to the position of valves,
Changing the AFW valves out of the proper order of sequence,

Operators' failure to recognize the significance of the
checkvalve backleakage dur ng the precursor event.

Operators' failure to make sure supervision was aware of the
3 check valves that had significant backleakage (precursor event),

Supervisors' failure to Stey Informed of plant evolutions ang

prodlems (the system flushing to solve the chemistry prodblem an¢

the RHR valving problem during the remote shutdown test. If checkvalve
had failed, 1t would have Put RCS water to the RWST,)

Failure to accuretely and edequately document the extent of 2 prodlem.
(The precursor event Work Request satd *repatr check velve leakage.*)
Ko TDR on RHR event, No TDK on PT 4401 and QA person doing surveillance
did not issue a surve!llance deficiency,

Weakness in the documentation of equipment problems 1n the shift log.
Feilure to recognize 1noperable equipment,

Fetlure to recognize and document equipment out-of-service.

Lack of adequate communications between the operating shifts.

Weakness 1n the eichange of information at shift turnover,
(Precursor event and Aprii 23 event)

Supervision/Management review of problems documented on work
requests. (Precursor event)

Failure of persons with knowledge of the precursor check valve
problems to raise the information to management,

The slowness and lack of direction initfally demonstrated by TUE
following the April 23 event.

The perception that *Projects and the Schedule* were driving
decisions at the time of the precursor event and the start of WFT.

The perception that the Operations staff are not n control of the plant,
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& . UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D € 20888

N, 8 F October 3, 1969

d v
fraet

KEMORANDUM FOR: A1 NRC Persorne) Involved In Comenche Peak,
Unit ] Licensing Activities

FROM Christopher 1, Grimes, Director
Comenche Peak Project Division
Office of Nuclear Feactor Regulation

SUBJECT: IDENTIFICATION OF COMANCHE PEAK UNIT 1 ISSUES

As Comenche Peak Unit 1 nears completion, it 15 important that a1 sefety-releted
concerns, which coula have & bearing on setisfactory completion of construction
and preparation for plant operation, be addressed. In order to ensure that al)
such concerrs heve been fdentified, we request that &1 professions) staff who
have been involved in the Comanche Peak l1cens1ng sctivities notify us 1f they
know of any concerns that are not being trecked by inspection reports, Safety
Eveluetion Reports, or other public records.

In & memorendum to the NRR Branch Lhiefs, deted August 26, 1989, 1 separately
recvested the stotus of the technice) review activities and identificetion of
those 1ssues evolving from the review of the FSAR that will not be reso)ved

before licensing, Those issues that will be reflected in & forthcoming SER
input and/or associated steff positions need not be repeated for this effort,

:s long #s the Comanche Peak projects staff is aware of the status of those
ssues,

The responses to this request may be made by telephone (FTS 492-3298) or in
writing (Mei] Stop 7H«17, OWFN). Your response should fdentify the specific
concerns with sufficient details for follow-up action, Previously closed ftems
need not be fdentified aglin. unless there 1s additiona) infewmation or & change
in the concern that may have an impact on plant licensing.

Your cooperstion in this effort will be greatly appreciated. Should you have
eny questions regarding this matter, please contact me or Robert Warnick,
Assistant Director for Inspection Programs (817-887-1500).

CJIW
Christop . Grimes, Director

Comanche Peak Project Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Reguletion

cc: T. Murley
v Sniezek
D. Crutchfield
F. Miragiia
J. Partlow
J. Richardson
A. Thacent
E. Rossi
B. Grimes
F. Conge!

%Q} (d' o '(\\') Le £nc105ure___3




: LY UNITED STATES
A YT " NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
} WASHINGTON D € 20888

"Sacetd October 10, 1989

MEMORANKDUM FOR: A1) NRC Staff Invelved in Inspection Activities
RFelatec to Comanche Peak

FROM: Dennis M. Crutchfielo, Associote Director
for Special Projects
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: NRC STAFF DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION ON COMANCHE PEAK

In & memorandum to the Chairman dated October 4, 1989, an anonymous group
féentifying themselves as "NRC Stafr Irspectors® assertec that the pcncing
SALP report relatec to TU Electric's performance in the preparatior cf Unit !
for plant operation is neither accurate nor complete. The memoranoum is
critical of both the SALP Board's findings and the qualificetions of the
Board members to oraw conclusiens on TU Electric's performance.

In order to assure that all corcerns related to TU Electric's performance

are clearly unverstooc prior to the 1ssuance of the SALP report, ! request

that each of you fnvolved in the inspection activities for Comanche Peak review
the enclosec initia)l SALP report end submit any comments you may have on the
Board's fincings within 15 days from the date of this memorancum.

In commenting on the enclosec report, you mey went to review the procecural
requirements &no purpose of the SALP, as cescribed 1n Manua) Chapter 0516.
You shouid o1so note that the enclosed SALP report 1s considered to be
*predecisforal" and, as such, this draft should not be releasec or discussed
with unsuthorizeo personnel,

Your comments should be as specific ¢¢ possible ena be submitted directly to
me. They may be submitted anonymously 1f you so desire. Depending on the
nature of the comments received, further action may be warranted before the
report 1s 1ssved,

Should you have any questions recarding this matter, plesse do not hesitate
to contact me ot FTS 492-0722,

Dol nnis %&hf €

for Special ProJoctg
Office of Nuclear keactor Regulation

ciate Lirector
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Y UNITED STATES
o i NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
L. } WASHINGTON D € 20688
- v
S 4 October 10, 1889

MEMORANDUM FOR: Martin Malsch, Acting Director

Office of the Inspector Genera)
FROM: Christopher 1. Grimes, Director
Comanche Peak Project Divitsion
SUBJECT: NRC STAFF DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION RELATED TO

THE CONDUCT OF THE SALP FOR COMANCHE PEAK

In the enclosed memorandum to the Chatrman dated October &, 1989, en anonymous
group of “NRC Staff Inspectors” asserts thet (a) the Comanche Pesk Plant 15 not
ready for fuel loacing and (b) the ponding SALP report related to TU Electric's
performance in the preparation of Unit 1 for plant operation 1s neither accurate
nor complete. The memorandum also implies that NRC inspection reports and other
documents have been edited to create an untruc impression of the plant, The
menorandum 1s critical of both the SALP Board's findings and the qualifications
of the Boa<d members to draw conclusions on TU Electric's performance. Moreover,
the menorandum specifically states that the NRC managers on the SALP Board
deliberately excluded informetion so es to give a faise impression of the plant.
Accordingly, we ere forwarding the memorandum for appropriate sction,

As 2 result of this memorandum, we have 1ssued the draft fnitia) SALP report
to 211 professional staff fnvolved 1n the inspection activities related to
Comanche Peak and requested their comments on the Board's findings within 15
days (copy enclosed). In sodition, we are 1nform1n? the Commission of the
actions that will be taken to address the issues refsed in this memorangum,

We have 2lsc enclosed for your information, a memorandum dated October 3, 1865
which requests that the NRC staff identify any 1ssues that may have been
neclected and may have @ bearing on the licensing decision for Comanche Peak
Unit 1.

’

\

Christopher 1. Grimes, Director
Comenche Peak Project Division
Uffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:

1. Memo to Cheirmen dtd. 10/4/89

2. Memo to Comanche Peak Staff
gtd. 10/10/869

3. Memo to NRC Staff dtd.
10/3/89
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