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Y UNITED STATES

Fa W & NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
% \ WASHINGTON, D C. 20858
% J” January 31, 1990

i P NOTICE OF SIGNIFICANT MEETING
Kame of Licensee: Texas Utflities Electric Company
Name of Facility: Comanche Peak, Units 1 and 2
Docket Numbers: 50-445, 50-446

Date and Time of Meeting: February 7, 1990 at 1:00 p.m,
Location of Meeting: Room 88-11, White Flint Building, Rockville, MD,

Purpose of Meeting: Enforcement Conference to discuss ¢ potential
violation of receipt inspection procedure and
associated actfons which may have had a chilling
effect on the receipt inspectors' documentation
of deficiencies.

NRC Attendees: 0. Crutchfield, Associate Director for Special
?rs%;cts. Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
N
[F. Grimes, Director, Comanche Peak Project
" Division (CPPD), NRR
J. Wilson, Assistant Director for Projects,
CPPD, NRR
J. Lyons, Assistant Director for Technical
Programs, CPPD, NRR
R. Warnick, Assistant Director for Inspection
Programs, CPPD, NRR
M. Malloy, Project Manager, CPPD, NRR
M. Fields, Project Manager, CPPD, NRR
H., Livermore, Section Chief, CPPD, NRR
R. Latta, Resident Inspector, CPPD, NRR
W. Troskoski, Office of Enforcement

NOTE: Attendance by NRC personnel other than those 1isted above should be
made known by 4:00 p.m,, February 6, 1990, via telephone to J. Wilson
301-492-3306.

Licensee Attendees: W. Cahill, Executive Vice President, Nuclear

Engineering and Operagions
J. Beck, Vice President, Nuclear Engineering
J. Streeter, Director, Quality Assurance
R. Walker, Manager, Nuclear Licensing

Approved By: T
Information in this record was deleted C&ne;xch; Peal'n Pr;.?:c:r
Division, NRR

i accorgdance with tha Freedom of Information
Act exsf:;at.arzs,..m.-iz
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i RESPONSE
AFETEAN Concern-13694 - Interviewce is concern
. g'&xﬁﬁrat Foreman and H‘oweuwvul
not let the OC Tnepectors iM Recelving write an NCR on

rejected Therm-A-Taq,

The Concernee alleged that, on November 2, 1989, durf{ng the Q¢
receipt inspection of Therm-A-Lag conduit in Warehouse A, a
significant amount of the subject conduit was found to be
undersized. The Conccrnee stated that the inspectors wvere
prepared to document this condition on an KCR, but were told by
QC supervieion that no NCR would be written against Therm-A-Lag,
The Concernee further stated that the inepectors felt they wvere
obligated by procedure to write an NCR on the rejected material,
The Concernee also alleged that QC supervision "su gested" to
Procurement Englneering that the acceptance criteria be changed
60 the material could be “bought off,"

The Corporate Security investigation into this concern included
interviews with one former Q¢ nspector, three current QC

Receiving employees, a Procurenment QA employee, the QC L
supewisor,Hand the QC level ”I'N
Our inquiry also involved a review of documenta ion and
procedures relative to this issue,

The Corporate Security investigative results indicates that the
Q¢ Recéfvinq inspector of record began his receipt inspection of
Therm-A-lag conduit on November 1, 1989. The inspector found a
significant amount of the 8 inch conduit failed to meet the
minimum thickness requirement of 1/2 inch. The inspector
informed his lead of the problem and stated that something had to
be done because of the high rejection rates. The lead said that
he wanted to check with QC supervision because of the notoriety
of the Therm-A-lag project,

On November 2, 1989, the inspector of record was performing
receipt inspection on 3/4 inch Therm-A-Lag conduit. He again
found the material to be undersized per specifications. The
rejection rate for the 3/4 inch conduit was even higher than that
of the $§ inch conduit. The inspector of record was being
assisted by another QC Recelving inspector and the rejection rate
consisted of 33 out of 35 pieces of conduit. The inspectors
informed their lead that they felt the condition should be
documented by NCR. The QC lead stated that he agreed an NCR
should be written because there was currently no re-work
procedure,

Tha lead did state that he knew design engineering was aware of
the undersize problems and was in the process of ?ssuing a DCA
which would allow another avenue for the inspectors to deal with
the previously rejected material. The lead also stated he is not
sure whether the Receiving inspectors were aware of this
forthcoming DCA,

Information in this racord was delated
Ih acterdance with the Fregéam of Information »
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. © Recelving inspectors C e their lead to discuss
When the ?;,. Fvises TR 2nd the 0C Level 111,
SR vere aleo present \rfng the discussion, Mr,

A ?' egedly stated, "we will not write an NCR on
"r'?;;?i-'-—k-f-hq-" The Inspectors stated that they tried to explain
thelr position, that they were procadurall obligated to document

the rejected material on an NCR, but NMr. A vaved them off
and he and Hr.mlett the office, —

In respanse to questions, Mr. MMated that, during th
Eonewhat haato}_‘disc'\msior\, he made the statement that an NCR was
not the appropriate document in this casge. Mr, | denied
sayin _We would not write an NCR on Therm-A-lag, L.

I& said either he or Mr, @ sald that an NCR vas 0ot
the appropriate document to Jse in this case. Both stated that
they were aware that the DCA was forthe ming that would allow
more of the x‘.},jo',‘.t,'j materifal to be a cepted, T.“.t")' st.ted that
they wanted the inspect to "unsat" the rejected material on
the inspection report aj rlace n "holdn pending the iss \nce
of the T\NA.

er Mr. [REOGIR:nd M. (DM »oq o0 the office, cne of the
ectors brought the procedu @ felt was applicable to the
@ lead agreed that the N¢ should be written, but
"You heard what they s: JOU see what uy vord means,®
curred approximately at the end of the work shift, so nc
lon was taken that day.

'S

i

ecord stated that he the Ight about the matter
clud 1ould be written, He said
and the lead told hin Lo proceed
he (the lead) would present {t to the
was written, the lead took {t and the

» supervisor and explained the
fon. The lead stated that Frm
wWas an NCR condition and
2y {vi AT ect I.-.r‘ personnel stated that
Ening that an NCR had been

Concernece further allege nat QC supervisio attermpted to
get Procurement engineerin change '@ specifications on the
verification plan to OW more ne material to be accepted,
All parties involyed denfed th ccurred. The Procurement QA

AL has had several

with , ~ irding the problens

~Lag. He said th “riods solutions to the problenms
part of the di scussion, howeve + 4t no time was he
nge the veritication plans, He stated he could not
ifications h mself - he could only relay the
Procuremen engineering in an attempt to "get the
\ate chang

naterial.® An €8 1in specifications would have
,‘r‘.]‘;r‘rwz-‘irg, vmf ated that he spoke to the

spec
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Procurement QA supervisor regarding the cona:it and told him the
material vould pase at 3/8 inch. Nr. sala *hat he felt xr.
ould relay this to engineering in the hope vi=*
60me could be done to materfal to de accepted,
enled asking Mr, to change the requirements

CONCLUSION
ThoJCorporatA\Sch:ity_inveptl ation Into, thig concern
substantiates that made a statement to the effect,

"We will not°write an NCR on Therm-A-1ag."* ., Hovever, the evidence
indicates that Q¢ supervision was not trying to int{midate the
inspectors to keef them from documenting the fact that the
Therm-A-Lag condults wvere undersized, and
stated that they delieved the Pplicable to
this situation was NQA 3.08 €.1.1,(b), which they felt allowed
the material to be marked "Unsat® on the Inspection report and
placed on "hold" pending the icsuance of the DCA from
engineering. (Sce Attachment 1.) _Ihg_éngggg{g;;ayq;g_gfw§h§~
opinion that the applicable Procedure was NOA 3,09-11,03 6.1, -
.which they felt necessitated the Assuing of an NCR, (See

Attachment 2.)
vho
stated that he was shown the NQA 3,09 procedure Yy the
C lead the next day reed that the fssue could be open to

a
interpretation, Hr.#said that, after reviewing the
obrocedure, he did not feel the original interpretation by he and

Nr., could necessarily bde applied to the conduit, Mr.
ate at, when the NCR was brought to him, he had no
problem signing {t, since it only related to one line-item of

conduit,

and =y denled that any statements
nspectors during the discussion vere meant to
imply that the inspectors should not document the fact the Therm-
A~Lag conduit did not meet specifications, our investigative
results indicates that the inspectors were told the material
should be marked "unsat"® on the inspection report and placed on
"hold" pending the engineering DCA, The Investigative evidence
further suggests that tho,l.agk_grw_c_o_wnig_a.t&m.bx_m_.
supervision, in failing to explain thjgﬁp;ggggglgl

-Inge;pgg;ggign*wlgg~;g_ghsggnificant amount of frustration and
.Risunderstanding on the part of the Recelving Tnspectors,

Both

Our inquiry further failed to substantiate the allegation that Q¢
supervision attempted to persuade to change the
regquirements on the verification plan to 3 £ an i{nch,
*stated that he was aware of the problems with the
Therm-A-lag and was in contact with both Q¢ Recelving and
Procurement engineering in attempting to come to a solution that

would "get the mest out of the material.® Nr, stated
that no QC Recelving personnel had asked him to change the
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OPENING STATEMENT
W, J. CAHILL

THE MOST TMPORTANT PURPOSE OF OUR PRESENTATION IS:

0

TU ELECTRIC REALIZES THERE WERE FATLURES OF
COMMUNICATION

- LEVEL III INSPECTOR AND QC SUPERVISOR TO
RECEIVING INSPECTORS

- MANAGEMENT TO RECEIVING INSPECTORS

TU ELECTRIC REALIZES THAT MANAGEMENT WAS NOT
SUFFICIENTLY AGGRESSIVE IN IDENTIFYING AND
CORRECTING PcRCEPTIONS OF RECEIVING INSPECTORS

TU ELECTRIC HAS TAKEN COMPREHENSIVE CORRECTIVE
ACTIONS




BACKGROUND

NOVEMBER 2

RECEIPT INSPECTOR WANTS TO DOCUMENT
NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG ON NCR

LEVEL III INSPECTOR STATES THAT NCR NOT BE
ISSUED

LEVEL III INSPECTOR INTENDED THAT
NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG BE DOCUMENTED AS
"UNSAT" ON INSPECTION REPORT

NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG IS PLACED ON HOLD

NOVEMBER 3

RECEIPT INSPECTOR DOCUMENTS NONCONFORMING
THERMO-LAG ON INSPECTION REPORT

RECEIPT INSPECTOR TALKS TO LEAD INSPECTOR AND

WRITES NCR, WHICH QC SUPERVISOR APPROVES, FOR
NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG




PROCEDURES

NOA 3.09 - 9.02 - "INSPECTIO.. REPORTS/INSPECTION
PLANS"

- NONCONFORMANCES REQUIRED TO BE DOCUMENTED AS
"UNSAT" ON INSPECTION REPORT

- OPEN IR MAY BE CLOSED BY SEVERAL METHODS,
INCLUDING ISSUING NCR

- NO TIME LIMIT FOR ISSUANCE OF NCR
NOA 3.09 - 11.03 - "RECEIVING INSPECTION"

- "UNSAT" ITEM REQUIRED TO BE TAGGED AND IF
PRACTICAL PLACED IN HOLD AREA

- "UNSAT" ITEM REQUIRED TO BE DOCUMENTED PER NQA
3.05



PROCEDURES (CONTINUED)

NOA 2.05 - "REPORTING AND CONTROL OF
NONCONFORMANCES"

NCR REQUIRED IF "UNSAT" ITEM "CANNOT BE
CORRECTED (REWORKED, SCRAPPED OR HAVE
SUBSEQUENTLY BECOME ACCEPTABLE IN ACCORDANCE
WITH GENERIC ENGINEERING DOCUMENTS, E.G.,
SPECIFICATIONS, GENERAL DRAWING NOTES AND
TYPICAL DETAILS) TO COMPLY WITH EXISTING
ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
APPROVED PROCEDURES.™

USE OF TERM "EXISTING ENGINEERING
REQUIREMENTS" NOT INTENDED TO REQUIRE THAT THE
ENGINEERING DOCUMENT WHICH MAKES THE "UNSAT"
ACCEPTABLE BE IN EXISTENCE WHEN THE "UNSAT"

ITEM IS IDENTIFIED, AS DEMONSTRATED BY THE
TERM "SUBSEQUENTLY BECOME ACCEPTABLE"




PROCEDURES (CCUTINUED)

SUMMARY

- NUNCONFORMING ITEM IDENTIFIED DURING
INSPECTION MUST BE DOCUMENTED AS "UFMLAT" ON IR

"UNSAT" ITEMS ARE CONTROLLED
NCR'S NOT REQUIK.. FOR ALL "UNSAT" ITEMS
NO TIME LIMIT FOR ISSUANCE OF NCR

ISSUANCE OF NCR DOES NOT NECESSARILY DELAY
RELEASE OF MATERIAL




IR 90-05 IDENTIFIED TWO (2) APPARENT VIOLATIONS OF
10 CFR 50:

1)

2)

AN APPARENT VIOLATION OF 10 CFR 50, APPENDIX
B, CRITERION V WAS IDENTIFIED IN THAT THE
APPLICANT'S QC MANAGEMFNT APPEARED TO SUPPRESS
THE DOCUMENTATION OF DEFICIENT THERMO-LAG
MATERIAL ON A NONCONFORMANCE REPORT AS
REQUIRED BY PROCEDURE NQA-3.09-11.03

AN APPARENT VIOLATION OF 10 CFR 50, APPENDIX
B, CRITERION I AND 10 CFR 50.7 WAS IDENTIFIED,
THIS ISSUE INVOLVES ALLEGED INTTMIDATION OF QC
RECEIPT INSPECTORS BY QC SUPERViSION
ASSOCIATED WITH THE DOCUMENTATION OF DEFICIENT
THERMO- LAG



90-445/9003-Y-01

TU ELECTRIC PROCEDURES REQUIRE DOCUMENTATION OF
NONCONFORMANCES AS "UNSAT" ON INSPECTION REPORTS;
NCR'S ARE NOT REQUIRED EXCUPT UNDER SPECIFIED
CIRCUMSTANCES

THE NCNCONFORMING THERMO-LAG WAS DOCUMENTED AS
"UNSAT" ON INSPECTION REPORT ON NOVEMBER 3

THE NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG WAS DOCUMENTED ON A
NONCONFORMANCE REPORT NN NOVEMBER 3

HOWEVER, AN "UNSAT" INSPECTION REPORT ALONE WOULD
HAVE BEEN SUFFICIENT TO DOCUMENT THE NONCONFORMING
THERMO-LAG

THE DIRECTION TO DOCUMENT NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG
AS "UNSAT" ON THE INSPECTION REPORT AND THAT AN NCR
WAS NOT REQUIRED WAS CONSISTENT WITH TU ELECTRIC'S
"ROCEDURES




$0-445/9005-Y-02

RECEIPT INSPECTORS HAD SUFFICIENT AUTHORITY TO
IDENTIFY QUALITY PROBLEMS

- RECEIPT INSPECTORS HAD AUTHORITY TO DOCUMENT
NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG ON INSPECTION REPORT

- NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG WAS DCCUMENTED ON ¢1°”
INSPECTION REPORT

- NONCONFORMING THERMO-LAG WAS ALSO DOCUMENTE
ON NCR |

ISSUE WAS NOT WHETHER TO DOCUMENT THE NONCONFORMiNG
CONDITION, BUT WHETHER AN NCR WAS NEEDED IN
ADDITION TO THE "UNSAT" ON THE INSPECTION REPORT

't



50-445/9005-Y-02 (CONTIKUED)

NO DISCRIMINATION DUE TO THIS EVENT

. NO EFFECT ON COMPENSATION OF OTHER EMPLOYEES

- NO EFFECT ON TERMS, CONDITIONS, AND PRIVILEGES .
OF EMPLOYMENT OF OTHER EMPLOYEES VLM%

b

NO THREATENED DISCRIMINATION DURING THIS EVENT

NO INDICATION OF REDUCED GENERATION RATE OF NCR'S
OR "UNSATS"



50-445/9005-Y-02 (CCNTINVED)

NRC INSPECTOR FOUND PERCEPTION OF INTIMIDATION:

. TU ELECTRIC ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE NRC
INSPECTOR FOUND THIS PERCEPTION

- TU ELECTRIC'S INVESTIGATIONS DID
TO BE THE CASE

. THE QC SUPERVISOR AND THE LEVEL IIT DID NOT |
EXPRESS THEIR INTERPRETATION OF THE PROCEDURE
ADEQUATELY TO THE INSPECTORS

.- THEY WERE COUNSELED BY THE MANAGER, QC
AND DIRECTOR, OA .

-~ THE PROCEDURES ARE BEING CLARIFIED s

-=  THE FSAR WILL BE REVIEWED TO ASSURE
CONSISTENCY

- THE LEVEL III'S PREVIOU® REMARK TO AN
INSPECTOR WAS IMPROPER B8 ' ¥

--  LEVEL IIT WAS REPRIMANDED

- THE QC INSPECTORS WERE NOT INFORMED OF THE§
REPRIMAND AND COUNSELING |




50-445/9005-Y-02 (CONTINVED)

TU ELECTRIC'S OPERATIONS QC MANAGER AND
SUBSEQUENTLY, THE MANAGER QC AND DIRECTOR QA
MET WITH INSPECTORS

-« THEY DID NOT SUFFICIENTLY COMMUNICATE TO
THE INSPECTORS THAT THEY SHOULD NOT FEEL
THREATENED

OVERALL, TU ELECTRIC BELIEVES THESE EVENTS
CONSTITUTE

--  FAILURES IN COMMUNICATION
-« FAILURES BY MANAGEMENT TO AGGRESSIVELY

IDENTIFY AND CORRECT PERCEPTIONS OF
RECEIPT INSPECTORS



ADDITIONAL CORRECTIYE ACTIONS y
TAKEN BY TU ELECTRIC ey
EX -

0 THE QC SUPERVISOR AND LEVEL I11 INSPECTOR HAVE B
REPLACED |

0 TU ELECTRIC HAS TAKEN l NUMBER 07 STEPS TO TMPROVE
CONDITIONS IN QC RECEIVING ORGANIZATION

- CHANGED QC SUPERVISOR TO DIRECTLY REPORT TO
MANAGER QC

- INCREASED TIME IN THE FIELD BY MANAGER QC AND
DIRECTOR QA

- CLARIFIED ROLES OF LEVEL III, LEAD INSPECTORS,
AND QC SUPERVISOR

- COMMENCED WEEKLY STAFF MEETINGS
- IMPROVED WORKING CONDITIONS

0 QA DIRECTOR MET WITH OTHER QA MANAGERS
- ASSURE THEIR AWARENESS OF PROBLEMS

- BEGIN REVIEW OF APPLICABILITY OF LESSONS
LEARNED TO THEIR ACTIVITIES



ADDITIONAL CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
TAKEN BY TU ELECTRIC (CONTINUVED)

VICE PRESIDENT, NUCLEAR ENGINEERING

- MET WITH LEVEL III, QC SUPERVISOR, MANAGER QC,
AND DIRECTOR QA

- MET WITH QC RECEIVING INSPECTORS
BENTHAM, INC. WAS RETAINED TO REVIEW COMMUNICATIONS

AND MORALE PROBLEMS, TO RECOMMEND ADDITIONAL
ACTIONS AND TO MAINTAIN FOLLOW-UP



CONCLUSION

WE HAVE LEARNED A GREAT DEAL FROM THE EVENTS

WE HAVE SIGNIFICANTLY IMPROVED COMMUNICATIONS AND
MANAGEMENT AWARENESS

WE HAVE MADE CONCERTED EFFORT TO ASSURE THERE IS NO
PERCEPTION OF iNTIMIDATION

WE ARE CONTINUING TO PURSUE MATTERS OF IMPORTANCE
[0 THE INSPECTORS




IDENTIFICATION AND CORRECTION
_._OF PROBLEMS d



HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

CPRT

CAP

TAP

EFE

PROGRAMMATIC ENHANCEMENTS (TXX-88495)
ONE FORM

PMDS/TEAM BUILDING

SAFETEAM/SECURITY

INDUSTRY OPERATING EXPERIENCE REVIEWS
JOINT STIPULATION



CURRENT EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY PROBLEMS,
NOTIFY MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATE
ROOT CAUSE/GENERIC IMPLICATIONS

SHIFT ADVISORS

PERFORMANCE-BASED SURVEILLANCES AND TECHNICAL
EVALUATIONS

PLANT MANAGEMENT MONITORING PROGRAM
SOQAOC ACTIVITIES

SOC ACTIVITIES

WORK REQUEST IMPROVEMENTS

SHIFT SUPERVISOR REVIEW OF ONE FORMS
MULTI-DISCIPLINE REVIEW OF ONE FORMS
POD MEETINGS

DAILY MEETINGS OF MANAGERS AND OFFICERS
USE OF SYSTEMS ENGINEERS

ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS PROCEDURES
EVALUATION TEAMS

FAILURE ANALYSES

HPES PROGRAM



IMPROVEMENTS

POLICY STATEMENT ON IDENTIFICATION AND CORRECTION
OF PROBLEMS

MEETINGS WITH LOWER AND MID-LEVEL MANAGERS

DISTRIBUTION TO SUPERVISORS OF VIDEO TAPE OF

TRAINING BY CASE COUNSEL ON HANDLING EMPLOYEE

CONCERNS

IMPROVEMENTS IN ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS

- EXPAND TRAINING

- MAKE PROCEDURE APPLICABLE TO OTHER
ORGANIZATIONS

- EG&G PROCEDURE REVIEW

- MEETING WITH A CASE CONSULTANT

LINE PERSONNEL TO PERFORM PERFORMANCE-BASED
MONITORING

LOWER AND MID-LEVEL MANAGERS TO RECEIVE INPO
OBSERVER TRAINING

LOWER AND MID-LEVEL MANAGERS VISIT OTHER PLANTS
POWER ASCENSION SELF-ASSESSMENT



