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Docket Nos. 50-440; 50-441 Licenses No. CPPR-148; CPPR-149

Licensee: Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company
Post Office Box 5000

? Cleveland, OH 44101

| Facility Name: Perry

Inspection At: Perry Site near Perry, Ohio
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Inspection Summary

Inspection on November 30 through December 15, 1983 (Reports
No. 50-440/83-37(DE); 50-441/83-35(DE))
Areas Inspected: Review of 50.55(e) items and IE Bulletins, review of onsite
produced drawings, observation and record review of cable installation and

cable tray installation, equipment installation and record review of equipment
alleged to have been installed incorrectly, damaged and/or not inspected
properly. The inspection involved 120 inspection hours by three NRC
inspectors.

Results: Of the areas inspected three items of noncompliance were identified.
(Two examples of failure to establish adequate procedures - paragraphs Sc and
6b, failure to implement design controls paragraph 6c, inadequate procedure -
paragraph 7).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Cleveland Electric Illuminating (CEI)

*C. M. Shuster, QA Manager
*E. Riley, CQS General Supervisor
*T. A. Boss, Quality Auditor
R. Jadgchew, NCAS, General Supervisory Engineer
J. M. Lastovka, NCES, General Supervisory Engineer

*J. Lesnilek, Quality Engineer
P. P. Martin, PAQS, General Supervisory Engineer
B. Barkley, NTS, General Supervisory Engineer
H. Walls, Jr., Senior NDE Administrator

' *V. K. Higaki, CQS, Unit Supervisor
*T. Swansiger, PAWS, Unit Supervisor
E. G. Sterle, NCAS, Senior Processor - Administration

*R. Matthys, CQS, Pipi.m Mechanical
*G. Parker, CQS, Unit Supervisor
B. Boyd, CQS, Electrical /QE Inspector

*K. Kaplan, PAQS, Senior Engineering Technician
*K. Cimorelli, CQS
T. Stear, Electrical Engineer

*D. Graneto, Contract Administrator
*E. C. Christianson, Electrical Equipment Engineer

L. K. Comstock Company (LKC)

W. Gachuk, General Foreman - Cable
L. Pfenningwerth, QC Supervisor
N. McCallen, Level II QC Inspector
R. Bower, QA Manager
R. Traversari, Drafting Supervisor

Johnson Controls Incorporated (JCI)_

J. Buschnell, Project Manager
S. Young, QA Manager
D. Baynes, Senior Auditor
T. Skidmore, Night Superintendent
P. Mitchell, Supervisor QC

* Denotes the persons who attended the Exit Meeting on December 15, 1983.
In addition to the above, other licensee and contractor personnel were
contacted during this inspection.

2. Licensee Action on 50.55(e) Items

(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/80-04-EE; 441/80-04-EE) (DAR 027):
Defective Rosemount 510 DU Trip Calibration Units /1152 Pressure
Transmitters. The licensee's letter dated June 30, 1980, to Region III
states, " Currently the site has identified all Rosemount trip units. The
trip units with Serial Numbers 3001 through 4203 will be rebuilt and
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requalified by Rosemount and returned to the site... Currently the site
has identified all Rosemount 1152 Pressure Transmitters installed in GE4

{ hardware that have been supplied to the site. The amplifier boards of
'

the affected transmitters will be replaced per Rosemount's request with
'

replacement amplifier boards."

! The inspectors inspected eleven control room trip units. All units
inspected were removed from the panels, rebuilt, returned to the site and'

replaced in uheir original panels. Thirteen trip units are being rebuilt
by the vendor and have not been returned to the site.

I Nonconformance reports RECI 055 and RECI 056 require the replacement of
selected Rosemount transmitters that were identified in DAR 027. The

{ inspectors observed that transmitters identified as IB21-N078C and
: IB21-N081C in Panel 1H22-P005 were tagged with a TAS 055 tag. The

inspectors observed that transmitters identified as 1E31-N086C and
IE31-N088D in Panel 1H22-PO42 were also tagged with a TAS 055 tag. This,

~

item will remain open pending closure of DAR 027, NCR RECI 055 and
RECI.056..

l

| (Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/81-02-EE; 441/81-02-EE) (DAR-46): It

j was reported to CEI by the NRC Quarterly Report (NUREG-0400, Volume 4,
No. 2) and Gilbert QA that NAMCO Controls' Class IE limit switches had an'

inadequate Quality Assurance program in 1980. As stated in CEI's letter
dated September 27, 1983, to Region III, questionable limit switches

* procured from NAMCO were tagged with " Nonconforming" tags. The environ-
: mental qualification of'the limit switches is not complete, as such the
2 replacement of the NAMCO limit switches is not complete, and approximately

340 limit switches are involved. Review of the revised Specification
SP-793-05-4549-00 Revision 2 dated February 27, 1981, and Revision 4 dated;

i July 15,.1983, requires NAMCO to furnish additional documents to assure
'

that the limit switches meet the applicable design requirements. The
available records were not in auditable form to determine the account-
ability of the approximately 340 limit switches, i.e., the number of
switches which are used in mild environment and the number of switches
which have to be replaced with environmentally qualified limit switches.,

The environmentally qualified switches will be available in 1984. The
i cognizant personnel agreed.to put the relevant information in the DAR to
i assure the NRC. inspector that all the unqualified switches would be

replaced.

(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/81-13-EE; 441/81-13-EE) (DAR 68):
Torquing of electrical cable tray splice plate bolts. Nonconformance->

-Report #CQC 2344 dated September 11, 1981, documented that the torque on
the cable cray splice bolts' exceeded the manufacturer's recommended-
maximum' torque of 45 ft-lbsL(50% of ultimate failure). AJsample of 1604 _

bolts were checked, 126 exhibited torque in excess of 45 ft-lbs. The s

maximum torque observed was-116 ft-lbs. ~The bolts were installed with
electric impact wrenches without monitoring the applied torque,

o

The manufacturer's revised. recommended torque was 19 to 30 ft-lbs, with a
maximum of 54 ft-lbs (60% of ultimate failure). .Apparently,' this
. requirement was not observed during the initial cable tray installation.4

d
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Records indicate that testing of the cable tray splice bolts wasa.

conducted on December 1981 in the L. K. Comstock fabrication shop:

(1) 132 bolts were installed using electric impact wrenches on
actual tray section and splice plates.

The results were as follows: Average T check = 60.9 ft-lbs.

(2) 60 bolts were torqued to 30, 45 and 60 ft-lbs. The torque was
rechecked after a day and after 8 days to check if there was
any torque increase after the bolts set for a period of time
called the (T gain):

Bolts Average T Gain

1-20 -4.3 ft-lbs
21-40 -0.2 ft-lbs
41-60 +6.5 ft-lbs

(3) 50 bolts were torque tested to complete failure using a
calibrated manual torque wrench.

Torque Failure (Avg.) = 103.2 ft-lbs

The licensee concluded from this test that the max average torque
attainable from the electric impact wrenches used onsite is
61 ft-lbs. The 85 ft-lbs obtained using the electric impact
wrenches was reduced to 76 ft-lbs allowing an 11% increase in thei

torque due to bitting action of the nut. (Note that maximum
allowable is 62 ft-lbs).

b. At the inspectors request, LKC craft demonstrated the torquing of a
sample of tray splice plates which were installed using the electric
impact wrenches, on October 10, 1979, and April 7, 1980.

The inspectors verified the torque on Safety Related Tray #B268 inc.

control complex; the torque on 32 bolts were verified; 17 of them
were above 50 ft-lbs and 3 were below 20 ft-lbs. The highest was
80 ft-lbs.

The criteria followed by the licensee is 35 15 ft-lbs and if it
exceeds the limit the bolts have to be changed. Using the sample
leads to the conclusion that some other actions need to be
implemented in order to resolve this problem.

d. The inspectors also verified the torque on a sample of tray splice
plates'that were recently installed and found them to be within
tolerance limits. The inspectors determined that additional review
is.needed to determine whether this item can be' closed.

4
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(Closed) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/82-14-EE; 441/82-14-EE); 10 CFR,

Part 21 Report (440/82-01-PP; 441/82-01-PP) (DAR 099): Potential Defect
in Diesel Starting Air Valve Assembly. The licensee's Deviation Analysis
Report (DAR) 099, dated June 8, 1982, stated that General Electric (GE),
the installation contractor for specification SP-39, will be instructed

,

: to inspect the dies-1 under the direction of a DeLaval service represent-
ative. DeLaval will be asked to supply an inspection procedure, drawings,

I and replacement parts as necessary. The inspectors reviewed GE travellers
TI-R43-19 and TI-R43-20 for the Unit I diesels and TI-R43-21 and TI-R43-22$

'

for the Unit 2 diesels. The records indicated that each bolt was removed,
that the bolts and bolt holes were measured, and that the bolts were
shorter than the depth of the bolt holes. The bolts were then-replaced,3

torqued to 150 ft-lbs la accordance with an approved procedure, and
verified by checklists. The inspectors reviewed the records and deter-
mined that the torque wrench used for torquing the bolts was in calibra-
tion at the time of use.

(Closed) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/82-18-EE; 441/82-18 EE) (DAR 105):
HMA type relays supplied by General Electric (GE) have braided leads
which are not fully insulated. The lengths of these uninsulated leads
which are connected to the movable contacts of some HMA relays exceeds

] the allowable dimensions and may result in a short between the leads and
; the coil terminals. This matter was reported under 10 CFR Part 21 to the

NRC by GE in a letter MFN040-82 dated April 1, 1982. GE issued Field1

! Disposition Instructions (FDI) WNQB dated February 20, 1982 for Unit 1
and WRMM for Unit 2 to inspect the HMA relays in~ panels C71-P001,i

H13-P618, H13-P629 and H13-P970 to ascertain whether any relays with a
certain data code were installed. If upon examination, it was determined

1 that the flexible leads would touch the coil terminals, a heat shrinkable
i insulating tubing was to be installed.

Nonconformance Reports (NCR) PQS0013 Revision 1 (Unit 1) and PQS0015
Revision 1 both dated September 14, 1982 were initiated for record

I pu rposes. Records indicate that the relays were inspected and one relay
l- each in panels IC61-P001 and 1H13-P629 were corrected with shrinkable
i tubing on July 1, 1982. Records indicate that GE inspected the relays in

three panels in Unit 2 and determined on November 3, 1982, that no
corrective action was required.

:

(0 pen) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/82-19EE; 441/82-19EE); 10 CFR Part 21
Report (440/82-03-PP; 441/82-03-PP) (DAR 106): Incorrect Wipe Setting of
N.C. Contacts on HFA Relays. The inspectors reviewed G.E. FDI-WNQA which,

was used to adjust the wipe settings on 14.out of 38 HFA relays on Unit 1.*

Seals were affixed to the 14 relays to indicate that the setting was
- completed. There are 24 relays left to be adjusted on Unit I and 38 on -
Unit-2. Work.to be performed on Unit 2 relays is documented in'FDI-WRMK.
Two HFA relays were found to be broken and will be replaced per FDDR
KL1-803 as per CEI Performance Analysis Report dated Cetober 1983. The
licensee expects to issue the final reports fcr Unit 1 on April 27; 1984
and Unit 2 on December 20, 1985.

.
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(Closed) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/83-07-EE; 441/83-07-EE) (DAR 121):
It was originally reported that Johnson Controls Inc., the instrumenta-
tion installation contractor, failed to adequately verify the QA program
implementation of their subvendor Unistrut. Unistrut supplies hanger
support material to Johnson Controls, Inc. (JCI). The applicable
specification is SP-90-4549-00. Documents indicate that this matter was
evaluated by the licensee. The conclusion of the evaluation is that the
matter is not reportable as 50.55(e). The NRC inspectors reviewed the
various NCRs generated and determined that the ASME Code Case 1728 dated
November 3, 1975 was appropriately applied to this case and concurred
that this item is not reportable.

(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/83-13-EE; 441/83-13-EE) (DAR 131):
Improper Use of Wire Crimps on High Pressure Core Spray Diesel Generator
Electrical Panels E22-P001 and 2. General Electric (GE) supplied the
electrical panels with poor workmanship on the crimped lugs. GE
initiated Field Deviation Disposition Requests (FDDR) KL1-735 dated
June 7,1982, and KL2-591 Revision 1 dated January 13, 1983, identifying
defective crimping and requesting rework on the crimps. Pending
completion of the rework, this item remains open.

(0 pen) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/83-15-EE; 441/83-15-EE) (DAR 134):
Hiller /Sheffer Valve Actuators to be rebuilt and re-tested for environ-
mental tests. NCR TAS 0046 dated June 27, 1983, identifies that the
Hiller /Sheffer valve actuators did not qualify to the IEEE 323 require-
ment, specifically, the gasket / seals in the valve actuators failed the

environmental qualifications. The VITON seal material and Holycote
lubrication has not been replaced with qualified EPDM seals and "0" rings
and the Parker Super-0-Lube lubricant. Pending completion of the
replacements and retesting, this item remains open.

(Open) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/83-17-EE; 441/83-17-EE) (DAR 139):
Use of Non-Class IE Control Power to Operate Control Devices and Use of
Non-Class 1E Control Components in Circuits for Diesel / Generator Building
HVAC. NCR TAS0054 dated August 12, 1983, identified this condition.
Records indicate that Transamerica DeLaval must supply additional design
information concerning relays R1A and RIAA (used to control the safety-
related ventilation) which are operated by non-class 1E power supply.
Two additional relays (Auxiliary latch relay R1 and time delay relay
TD-3) control the building ventilation through the R1A and RIAA relays
(Transamerica DeLaval schematic 09-0500-15051, Sheet 5, Rev. D (Ref.))
and are non-class 1E. Pending receipt of additional information, this
item remains open.

(0 pen) 10 CFR 50.55(e) Report (440/83-22-EE; 441/83-22-EE) (DAR 145):
Diesel Fuel Oil Line Break Due to Vibration. Additional clamping
devices will be installed prior to engine operation. NCR TAS 0067 dated
October 3, 1983, identified potential failure of the fuel oil line due
to excess vibration by improperly balanced . fuel injection equipment.
Records indicate that the problem is applicable to Perry and that the
Engineering Department will provide final evaluation after review of the
DeLaval supplied shield installation and the information concerning the
exact cause of the fuel line break. Additional devices were determined

6
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to be needed as a result of this review and the needed warranty parts
have been ordered by the vendor's Field Representative. Pending review<

of the final evaluation, this item remains open.
,

; (Open) (DAR 150): Defective Brown Boveri Electric Inc. (BBE) SKV Circuit
Breaker Puffer Pistons. The inspectors reviewed the records relative.to
this DAR. They indicate that BBE has never experienced a circuit breaker
failure due to a broken puffer piston and that the cracks in the piston
rods are not a generic defect. CEI's evaluation is that the Perry
electrical system is designed for a single failure of an electrical
division and still shutdown the reactor, and .if a failure occurs only one
division of electrical power would be lost; therefore, this has been
determined not to be reportable. The inspectors did not concur with this
determination because of the possible extensive damage in the area of the
affected switchgear. CEI records considered this item to be closed on4

the basis that generic procedure GEN-E-016 would be revised to permit
i inspection and/or replacement of the puffer piston rods. The inspectors
' interviewed a CEI Nuclear Test Section (NTS) Supervisor and determined
] that procedure GEN-E-016 was not revised, however, a test work procedure

TWP-E-018 was written.by the NTS, approved on November 23, 1983, and used.

! to permit inspection and/or replacement. As a result of the inspection
CEI person el determined that additional information was required from
BBE to dismantle the puffer pistons. Pending review of a completed
procedure and the inspection results, this item remains open
(440/83-37-01; 441/83-35-01).'

3. Licensee Action on Bulletins

(0 pen) IE Bulletin No. 80-06: Engineered Safety Feature Reset Controls.
~; Records indicate that the licensee performed a review on.all systems and

_

determined that two-NSSS' systems and four BOP systems would not remain in
i an emergency mode when the isolation signals are reset. These results
! were reported on January 13, 1983.

1The two isolation systems are outlined in SER 7.3.2.5 and the four BOP
aystems in PY GAI/CEI 11592.

I A Work Change Request, WCR No. 1554 dated March 22,'1982, was issued.
As of the date of inspection the actual work was not performed. The. '

licensee's tracking system was not specific enough to point out.what work
has been done or when it will be done.

'

(Closed)-IE Bulletin No. 83-01: Failure of Reactor Trip Breaker
(Westinghouse DB-50) to Open an Automatic Trip Signal. CEI PNPP No. 5865-

dated September 13, 1983, indicates that Westinghouse DB breakers have not
been used at Perry. GE (PY-CEI/ GEN-728) and Gilbert Associates-Inc. (GAI)-
(PY-CEI/GAI-6234) have Seen requested to confirm that DB breakers have
not been installed at Ferry.

LGE. letter PY-GEN /CEI-1981 dated' October 27., 1983, and GAI'1etter
PY-GAI/CEI-14689 dated September 28, 1983, confirmed that Westinghouse-,

type DB. breakers have not been used at Perry.
I

~
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4. Review of Onsite Produced Drawings

a. During discussion with the CEI inspectors, a CEI supervisor revealed
that LKC field personnel are using a system of "500" design drawings
in the field. These drawings are used as master construction
drawings and would also be deleting or substituting for identical or
related design drawings issued by the home office of GAI. The
inspectors reviewed the drafting, the review and the approval
processes of these drawings to determine whether a duplicated effort
exists in changing design drawings. The NRC inspectors further
examined whether it would be possible for two different designers to
work on the same section of the drawing at the same time at two

diffe ent offices (at the field and at the home office). Initially,
it appeared that there are two sets of drawings to be changed for
every change on the design drawings. The supervisor explained that
the established program is controlled from the Perry Site and that
it has so far been successful. .

b. The inspectors reviewed the "as built" sketch program with the
Conduit Detail Group Supervisor and were informed that the "as built"
program was developed to minimize the turnaround time for approved
"500" series drawings. The program allows the designer to work
directly with the foreman and craft in order to get an immediate
feedback as to the actual layout conditions in the field. Each
sketch is uniquely identified and cancelled sketches are kept on
file. Prior to field use they are reviewed and approved as neces-
sary. When the final sketch is used and verified to reflect the
actual field installation, a Form 82 is generated, which 12sts the
sketches and affected series "500" drawings. The Form 82 is
processed, che sketches are incorporated into the series "500"
drawings by the Conduit Detail Group, and the drawings are then
reviewed and approved by the cognizant structural support engineer,-
electrical engineer and design group supervisor.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

5. Observation of Cable Pulling Activities

a. The inspectors observed the cable pulling activities related to 47
cables belonging to the Neutron Monitoring System. Forty-five
cables were Coaxial type EKC-76, 77 and two were TSP-16 type EKC-1.
Two L. K. Comstock Level II inspectors were present during this
activity. The cables had been pulled through various points in the
conduit run. All cables were ycllow indicating that they belonged
to Division I. During the observation, the inspectors reviewed pull
card IC51R-501A, Rev. A, which agreed with drawings D-215-151 & 441,
and with the master file pull card at the L. K. Comstock main file.

b. The inspectors reviewed the following documents which are required
to be completed as a prerequisite to cable pulling:

(1) Cable Pull Inspection Check List (Form 105A) dated December 6,
1983

8-

.
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(2) Pre-Pull Inspection Check List (Form 105B) dated November 29,
1983'

~

(3) Cable Pull Termination Calculation Sheet (Form 158). dated
November 30, 1983

The inspectors questioned the QC inspector regarding procedures to
be followed in filling out the above forms. The inspectors concluded
that the L. K. Comstock QC inspector was knowledgeable with the
procedures and the procedures were adhered to by the L. K. Comstock

,
inspector.

!

; c. The inspectors reviewed the qualifications of three LKC Level II
inspectors and determined that the LKC procedure 4-1.4 was followed

; to qualify two of.the three inspectors. The third inspector passed
the written examination with an acceptable score. However, he did
not pass the practical examination given on June 17, 1983. . He was
then given five hours of classroom training, two hours of on the job
training and was given an. oral exam on June 28, 1983, which he
passed. Based on.this, he has qualified as a Level II cable pulling
inspector.

i

LKC procedure 4.1.4 does not specify the steps oto be taken to,

re-examine a candidate who failed his Level II qualification
''

examination. The inspectors informed the licensee that LKC
procedure 4.1.4 is inadequate in that it does not specify the

'

re-examination of failed candidates and that failure to establish
an adequate procedure for activities related to quality is an item
of noncompliance contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, '

Appendix B, Criterion V (440/83-37-02; 441/83-35-02).
T

; 6. Independent Inspection

1 a. Observation of Instrumentation Installation Activities

L The inspectors reviewed the activities in progress related to the
instrument lines being installed by Johnson Controls Inc.- (JCI)
inside the Unit I drywell. The work in progress related to the-
Recirculation Pump 1B instrument panel as shown on Drawing

j H22-P022ID. The Weld Data Report (WDR) IH22-P022 Revision 1,-
! ' approved by JCI QA, the owner, and Authorized Nuclear _ Inspector . . '

-(ANI) was available in the vicinity of the work area. Weld Material
Requisition (WHR) 43322 dated December 13, 1983, for weld identified
as 57-42 was in the document package. Weld rod type ER308L, 3/32">

diameter, bearing heat number ER02239, was being used; this descrip--

tion agreed with the heat number identified in the'WMR and the weld
-rod described in Weld Procedure _ Specification 808. The WDR had
provisions for QC signoffs-for cleanliness, fitup,-final visual
inspection and penetrant examination. The owner and ANI had

,

provisions to establish hold points. Review of the WDR indicated
that QC had performed the necessary inspectionsL on previous welds.
Nonconformance Reports (NCRs) were written to identify unacceptable +

conditions.' .The inspectors reviewed NRs 447 dated November 3, 1983,.
and 461 dated October 12, 1983, and' determined.that appropriate,

corrective action was recommended,-

| 9-
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b. Walkdown of Raceway Installations.

During a walkdown the inspectors observed the installation of the
raceways and identified the following samplas which appeared to be
contrary to the design separation criteria specified in drawing
D-214-004 Revision K titled Conduit and Tray Separation Criteria.

(1) Safety related Division 4/RPS channel 4 conduits identified as
1R33C-3029D and 1R33R-908D were installed less than 6 inches
from Division I conduit identified as IR33C-2500A.

(2) Safety Related Division 4 conduit 1R33R-906D was installed less
than 6" from Division 1 cable f. ray 661.

(3) Safety related Division 1 tray 695 was installed touching BOP
nonsafety cable IR33R-1351X.

(4) Safety related Division I tray was installed less than 6 inches
from BOP nonsafety cable IR52W147X.

(5) Safety related Division 1 tray was installed less than 6 inches
from nonsafety related tray 964.

Subsequently, the CEI inspector showed the inspectors NR-LKC-936
dated February 5, 1983, which documented items 1 and 2 above.

The inspectors informed the licensee that the installations

mentioned in items (3), (4), and (5) above, were contrary to the
separation criteria established in drawing D-214-004 Revision K cnd
this was an item of noncompliance contrary to the requirements of
10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V. (440/83-37-02)

c. Verification of Class IE/Non-class IE Isolation Devices

The inspector inspected the relay panels identified as 1H51-P870,
P871 and P872 in which the relays that provide Class IE to Non-class
IE isolation are installed. The three relays provide isolation
signals to 4.16KV breakers identified as EHll-14, EH12-12 and
EH12-03. The inspectors verified the installation and intercon-

necting wiring. The applicable schematic diagrams are B-208-206,
Sheets 27, 33, 39 and 51. The applicable interconnection diagrams
are D-209-206 sheets 20, 25 and 32.

The inspectors identified the following adverse findings:

(1) Schematic diagram B-208-206 Sheets 27, 33, 39 and 51 identifies
relays in panels 1H51-P870, 871 and 872 as K22, K23, K24
respectively, while ECN-6220-33-1240 dated March 12, 1981
identifies the same relays as K7, K8 and K9.

(2) Connection diagrams D-209-206 sheets 20, 25 and 32 identify
these relays as K7, K8 and K9 which does not agree with the
above schematic diagrams.

10
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(3) Identificatica tags were not found on the relays mounted inside
the panels.

(4) Relays inside panels were identified with Catalog #J13PA30
while ECN specified the same relays as Gould Catalog #J13P4312.

The inspectors informed the licensee that the design control
measures established by them and their A/E for verifying and
independently checking that the design is correct are inadequate.

The inspectors informed the licensee that the above is an item of
noncompliance, contrary to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion III (440/83-37-03; 441/83-35-03).

7. Review of CEI Procedures to Handle General Electric Nonconformances

The inspectors reviewed the following CEI procedures which outline the
action to be taken on nonconformances generated by the contractors,
specifically General Electric (GE).

The applicable Cleveland Electric Illuminating (CEI) procedures are:

Corporate Nuclear Quality Assurance Program Procedure 0500.

" Instructions Procedures and Drawings."

Project Administration Procedure 0302 " Project Control Interface -.

GE FielJ Disposition Instructions / Field Deviation Disposition
Requests."

Project Administration Procedure 1502 " Project Nonconformance.

Control."

Project Administration Procedure 1506 "Ccntractor Initiated.

Nonconformance Reports."

GE initiated Field Disposition Instructions (TDIs) and Field Deviation
Disposition Requests (FDDRs) identify components which may have potential
defects. These involve design modifications and potential defects
(50.55(e) items) in components supplied by GE. Review of the following
FDIs and FDDRs indicates that CEI procedure 0302 was not specific and was
not adequately implemented. The following examples indicate that CEI
initiated Nonconfermance Reports after corrective action was completed,

a. GE issued FDI WNQB for Unit 1 HMA relays and FDI WRMM for Unit 2 HMA
relays on February 20, 1982. Records indicated that the inspection /
repairs to Unit I relays were completed on July 7, 1982. CEI
initiated nonconformance report PQS-0013 Rev. O for Unit 1 on
August 12, 1982 and Rev. 1 on August 26, 1982 after the inspection
and repairs to Unit I relays had been completed.

11
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b. GE initiated FDDR KL1-735 for Unit 1 on June 7, 1982, to identify

i that approximately 80% of the electrical terminations in panels
; E22-P001/2 of the High Pressure Core Spray Diesel Generator are
i suspected of being improper crimped. Rev. I was originated on.

January 13, 1983, to indicate that panels E22-P001/2 were received
d !with poor workmanship on installed wiring. Rev. 2 was originated on

February 18, 1983, which states that deficiencies being corrected in
'

the E22-P001/2 panels show the #8-5KV crimps need replacing and that
,

the -site contractor cannot obtain the material for replacement.
Rev. 3 was originated on March 18, 1983, which states that while

j reworking the E22-P001/2 panels, the #8-5KV wire used in the panel
s' was found to have unacceptable terminations and replacement wire
.i will be purchased locally,

heview of Inspection Report (IR) #4888, Rev. O, issued on
Februa ry 24, 1983, indicated that several deficiencies were notedi

while observing the work being performed per KL1-735 Rev.1. Review
of Rev. 1, indicated that the Inspection Report was revised to

i permit the GE engineer to disposition. Recommended disposition of
| the IR states that the IR has been incorporated into NR P033-1650,
' LKC 1888.
!
| Review of Perry Nuclear Power Plant DAR 131 indicated that NR
j P003-1650 was issued on April 5, 1983.
!

j' On the same subject GE initiated FDDR KL2-591 Rev. O for Unit 2 on
'

June 7,1982, which identifies that the High Pressure Core Spray
Diesel Generator Panels E22-P001/2 had approximately 80% of the
electrical terminations suspected of being improper. Rev. I was

| originated on January 1, 1983, which states that the panels were
received with poor workmanship on the installed wiring.

j -CEI Quality Assurance procedure 302 requires the onsite Gilbert
i Associates Inc. (GAI) engineer to review GE's FDIs and FDDRs and

initiate action to revise interface control drawings. The inspectors
. informed the licensee that the above QA Procedure was inadequate in'

that it does not require the GAI engineer to initiate nonconformance
reports when potentially defective components on procured items are
identified. The inspectors. informed.the licensee that failure to-

establish an adequate procedure for activities affecting quality was
an item of noncompliance contrary to 10 CFR 50,' Appendix B,
Criterion. V (440/83-37-04;.441/83-35-04).

8. Review of As Built Installed Equipment
a

'The inspectors visually inspected 4,.16KV switchgear 1R22-S007 Compartment
' #10, which services RHR pump A (1E12-C002A), and is designated .as EH110.4

Wiring Diagram D-209-206, sheet-18,;Rev. C,Ldated March'2, 1983, was nsed.
.

All external cables were reviewed against the actual as built-condition,
and were found in: compliance.with the drawing:except for a jumper which :
was tagged.

4
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The inspectors also visually inspected the as built condition of the
following external cables in the Remote Shutdown Panel IC61-P001 using
drawing D-209-039, sheet 2, Rev. B, dated October 15, 1982:

Cable No. No. of Conductors Destination

1B21-C884B 9/c 1H13-P710
1R71-A770A IPR 1H13-P714
1E12-C143B 12/c 1R24-S026
1B21-C773B 12/c 1R24-S026
1R25-B89B 12/c 1R24-S023

Using drawing D-209-039 sheet 6 Rev. "B" dated August 15, 1982:

IE12C 215A 12/c 1R24-S021,

1E12C 272A 12/c 1R24-S021

Using drawing D209-039 sheet 5 Rev. C dated October 15, 1982:

1E12C 113A 9/c IH13-P715
1E12C 139A 2/c IH13-P715A
IB21C 783A 9/c 1H13-P713
IE12C 150A 9/c 1H13-P715

Some internal and external jumpers were reviewed. No items of
'

nancompliance were identified.

9. Review of Allegations

The inspectors discussed the status of various allegations reported in
the various press reports. The licensee acknowledgeel that he contacted
four of the allegers and agreed to identify these allegers as Individuals
A, B, C and D. The inspectors are aware of two additional individuals E
and F. Subsequent to the publicity of the various allegations, the
licensee initiated a procedure PY-S/ CON 8463QA dated November 28, 1983,
to interview QC inspectors who are employed with L. K. Comstock, the
electrical contractor. As of the conclusion of the inspection, the
licensee stated that several LKC QC inspectors were interviewed according
to a checklist prepared by them; so far no adverse comments had been
received. The following are the results:

a. Individual A

This individual contacted the NRC with some concerns. A few days
later, his concerns were reflected in press reports. The NRC
inspectors attempted to contact him, but he was reluctant to talk.
He informed the NRC inspectors that he is in touch with CEI
officials and that he has given them his concerns. CEI officials'

confirmed this statement. One Region III inspector gave this
individual his telephone number with a request to contact him if he
decided to talk further. The inspectors reviewed the documents
indicating his concerns and the corrective action being taken by
CEI. CEI proposes to brief individual A after they corrected his-
concerns. This item remains open pending review of the corrective
action taken by CEI (440/83-37-05; 441/83-35-05).
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b. Individual B

This individual contacted the NRC. Subsequently, he contacted the
press. CEI officials interviewed him and documented his concerns.
NRC inspectors other than those involved with this inspection
report had conversations with them. The NRC inspectors reviewed
some of the Inspection Reports (irs) 5537, 5639, 5784 and 6767 and
Nonconformance Reports (NRs) 2434, 2426 and 2412 which were
initiated by this individual. The review identified one item of
noncompliance and is discussed in paragraph 7 of this report. CEI
stated that they are pursuing his specific concerns on these
reports. This item remains open pending review of the corrective
action taken by CEI (440/83-37-06; 441/83-35-06).

c. Individual C

NRC inspectors other than those involved with this inspection report
talked to him on the telephone on the eve of his departure to the
West Coast. He indicated that he was terminated because he informed
L. K. Comstock individuals that he would like to contact the NRC to
confirm that safety related material should have traceability. This !
matter is included for record purposes; NRC action will be documented
in a separate inspection report.

d. Individual D i

On November 30, 1983, the inspectors interviewed individual D. He
was formerly employed with Johnson Controls Inc. (JCI) as a Level II

| inspector. The following day the press printed his allegations.
|

| (1) He alleged that he was fired because his employer suspected him
'

of being a spy, but JCI told him that he was incompetent.

Review of onsite documents indicated that this individual had
numerous problems with his supervisor and co-workers including
threats. The earliest date of these documents was November 17,
1983. Based on the available docuanents, which predate his
termination, and interviews with other JCI inspection personnel,
his allegations cannot be substantiated. During the inspection,
this matter was referred to the Department of Labor (DOL), and
the individual was so informed. Subsequent to the inspection,
the DOL informed Region III that the individual did not file a

timely claim and therefore DOL was not pursuing his complaint.
This matter is considered closed.

(2) He furnished questions and their answers on clcsed book -
examinations given to Level II inspector candidates and
auditors.

The inspectors accompanied by the CEI Senior NDE Administrator
spoke to the onsite. QA Manager of 'JCI and he was asked .if the
tests and test question answers'of the inspectors and auditors
tests were available onsite. He stated that they were and he

14
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was requested to have them brought to his office for review.
In the presence of the QA Manager, a comparison was made
between the material in the JCI books and what the alleger had
in his possession. It was confirmed that they were one and the
same.

This matter was discussed with CEI on December 2, 1983, and
CEI agreed to request JCI to reexamine all their Level II QC
inspectors. CEI officials would monitor the examination.

On December 14, 1983, the inspectors reviewed the requalifica-
tion of the JCI NDE inspectors with the Lead Auditor and a
representative from CEI. The inspectors were informed that
twenty-seven of thirty-one JCI personnel were retested using
four new tests [ General and Specific Visual Test (VT) and
General and Specific Penetrant Test (PT)) starting on i

December 6, 1983, and finishing on December 8, 1983. The tests
were written by JCI personnel, reviewed by CEI personnel and J

witnessed by CEI personnel during the administration of the
tests. Four JCI personnel, those involved in writing the new
tests, will be tested using four additional new tests (VT & PT),

'

that have been written by a Level III JCI inspector, reviewed
by CEI personnel and to be witnessed by CEI personnel during

i the test administration. The inspectors reviewed the new tests
and the JCI inspector qualification Procedure QAS-1003-PNPP,
Revision 3, dated December 20, 1979.

This matter is considered closed.

(3) Welds on safety-related beams and supports were oversized.
Specifically he stated that \" size welds were placed on k" |

thick material. The inspectors selectively observed the welds
which have already been installed inside the containment and
could not identify these canditions. The inspectors determined
that the JCI acceptance criteria for welds was weld size + 1/8".
Therefore, the JCI QC inspectors should have rejected the welds
described by individual C.

This matter is considered closed; however, the NRC inspectors
will continue to inspect additional welds during subsequent
inspections.

(4) He alleged that JCI QA/QC inspectors were not qualified.

'the inspectors selectively reviewed the qualifications records
of QA/QC inspectors and identified ne unacceptable findings.
All JCI QC inspectors were examined with a written closed book
examination, which was monitored by CEI and there were no
failures.

This matter is considered closed.

15
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(5) The alleger stated that he had a guage used to measure pipe
wall thickness which had a radium source. The NRC officials
notified the State of Ohio regarding the radium source. The
State of Ohio confirmed the existence of the radioactive source
under the individual's trailer.

This matter is considered closed.

e. Individual E

Individual E worked as a designer with L. K. Cometock. He was
terminated several months ago.

(1) He alleged that LKC finished a job in New York and transferred
designers to the Perry site. Comstock uses a " highest paid -
first to go" policy. The young transfers are not qualified.

The inspectors reviewed the qualifications of several
individuals who worked in the onsite design teams and could not
substantiate this allegation.

This matter is considered clo :ed.

(2) Drawings are not checked prior to issuance to the field
inaccordance with approved procedures. Drawing reviewers were
not qualified.

The review of this aspect is documented in Paragraph 4 of this
report. It is an ongoing inspection effort.

(3) He provided a list of personnel whom he considered:
unqualified. -

'

The NRC inspectors reviewed the resumes of some of these
individuals and have no unacceptable findings.

(4) Young kids working for LKC are being hurt in the field by
climbing on equipment and hangers.

The NRC inspectors'could not find any reports on accidents or
injuries to. individuals during their activities.

This matter is considered closed; however this item will be
reviewed during subsequent inspections.

f. Individual F

Indihidual F was an' employee of Johnson Controls _Inc. (JCI).

(1) Procedures are not being followed in certain areas.

This matter is considered' unresolved will be inspected'during: I
future inspections.1 _ (440/83-37-06; 441/83-35-06)

i
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' (2) Work packages (Travellers.are left unattended).

During an off-shift inspection, the inspectors observed one. i'

'

traveller unattended during a coffee-break. There is no known
i regulation specifically prohibiting unattended travellers.

Travellers are expected'to be in the vicinity of the work being
performed. The master copy is kept with JCI.

This matter is considered closed.

i (3) JCI has poor work procedures. This item is an ongoing
inspection activity and will be covered during subsequent
inspections.

Items (4), (5), (6) and (7) of the allegation are not specific
and cannot be verified easily. The inspectors plan to verify
them during subsequent inspections.

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee personnel denoted in the Persons Contacted on
December 15, 1983, at the site, and summarized the scope and findings of the
inspection. The licensee acknowledged the findings of the inspection.

;

I

,

?

4

d

' ^e' -
,

, -17
.,

..'__._____.m.1__._L____.__.._____-__.__.___.____.___ __m..._ . _.___l______ _ . . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ m . _ _ . .

'


