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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of Docket Nos. STN 50-454 OL
STN 50-455 OL

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

(Bryon Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 and 2)
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ON ISSUES 5 AND 6 (CABLE
OVERTENSIONING) AS LIMITED BY THE LICENSING
BOARD'S ORDER OF JUNE 8, 1984

i Bobby G. Treece of Saradent & Lundy is the Senior Elec-
trical Project Engineer for Byron Station.

II. All of the safety-related cables which were installed
in conduit prior to the December, 1982, implementation
of the electrical contractor's revised cable installa-
tion procedure will perform their intended functions.
A. This conclusion is borne out by the analysis

performed by Sargent & Lundy.

B. This analysis comprised the following steps:

1. Available cable pull reports for cables
pulled in conduit before December, 1982, were
reviewed. Many of the cables covered by
these reports were found to be acceptable.

3 For those cable pull reports in which the

allowable pulling tensions had been exceeded,
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based upon the general pull criteria, the
details of the cable pulls were forwarded to
the cable manufacturers for the performance
of a specific analysis to determine the
acceptability of the cable pulls.

All of these cable pulls were found to be

acceptable, based upon the manufacturers'

specific analysis.
Sargent & Lundy then analyzed approximately

2600 conduits, which included all safety
related cables pulled in conduit prior to
December, 1982.

- The safety-related cables in all but three of
the approximately 2600 conduits analyzed were
found to be acceptable.

6. The details of these three conduits were for-
warded to the cable manufacturer for the per-
formance of a specific analysis. Based
upon the cable manufacturer's analysis, these
cables were found to be acceptable.

The NRC accepted this analysis and concluded that

there was a reasonable assurance that the safety-

related cables installed in conduit prior to

December, 1982, would perform their intended

functions.
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
BOBBY G. TREECE
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(CABLE OVERTENSIONING) ,
AS LIMITED BY THE LICENSING BOARD'S
ORDER OF JUNE 8, 1984

Q-1. Please state your name.

A-1. Bobby G. Treece.

Q-2. What is your residence address?
A-2. My residence address is 807 South We-Go Trail,

Mt. Prospect, Illinois 60056.

Q-3. Ey whom are you employed . 1d in what capacity?
A-3, I am employed by Sargent & Lundy. My position is
Associate and Senior Electrical Project Engineer

for Byron and Braidwood Stations.

Q-4. Please describe your educational background.
A-4., I received a Bachelor of Science degree in electrical

engineering from the University of Arkansas in 1948,



Q-5.
A-5.

A-6.

-

I am licensed as a professional engineer in the states

of Arkansas, Florida and Illinois.

Please describe your employment experience.

I went to work for Ebasco Services in 1948 as a cadet
engineer. In 1951, I joined Sargent & Lundy as an
Electrical Engineer. In 1963, I became an Electrical
Project Engineer and was promoted to Senior Electrical
Project Engineer in 1968, the position which I hold
today. During this period, I have been responsible for
the engineering and design of the electrical aspects

of numerous power plants, both fossil and nuclear.

In addition to Byron Station, I have performed electrical
engineering work for the Dresden, Zion and Braidwood

Nuclear Stations.

Please describe your duties as Senior Electrical Project
Engineer for Byron Station.

I have principal responsibility for the electrical
engineering and design for the Byron project. My

duties include the division of work among the Electrical
Project Engineers and Electrical Engineers assigned to
the Byron project team. I supervise and review the

work performed by these engineers and provide the inter-
face between the Electrical Department of Sargent &
Lundy and personnel at Commonwealth Edison with respect

to Byron Station.
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Please describe the scope of your testimony.

My testimony is in response to Issues 5 and 6,

relating to potential cable overtensioning, or over=-
stressing, at Byron Station, as those issues have

been limited by the Licensing Board's Order of June 8,
1984. This testimony is intended to supplement the
testimony of James O. Binder, of Commonwealth Edison
Company, which also relates to potential cable overtensioning.
Specifically, my testimony will describe the analysis
performed by Sargent & Lundy of all of the safety-
related electrical cables installed in conduit at Byron
Station prior to December, 1982. The purpose of that
analysis was to determine whether or not any of those
cables had been rendered unacceptable due to overtensioning.
I will describe how the analysis came tc be done, the
methodology used in performing the analysis, the

results of the analysis, and the conclusions which were
drawn from it. The attachments to my testimony consist
of various letters and an NRC Inspection Report which
pertain to this matter. I am familiar with the contents
of all of these attachments to the extent that they

pertain to the cable overtensioning matter.

Did Sargent & Lundy perform an analysis of all of the
safety-related electrical cables installed in conduit at
Byron Station prior to December, 1982, to determine whether
any of those cables had been rendered unacceptable due to

overtensioning?



Q-9. Is electrical cable installed only in conduit?

A-9. No. Electrical cable may alsc be installed in cable trays.

Q-10. Why did the analysis performed by Sargent & Lundy not
consider cable installed in cable trays?

A-10. Potential overtensioning of cable installed in trays was
not considered to be a problem and thus was not included
in the analysis performed by Sargent & Lundy because the
majority of these cables are laid in trays by hand. The
possibility of exerting too much tension during such
cable installations is small. For the remainder of
the pulls through trays, the contractor uses pulling
guides, or sheaves, for turning the cable around bends
in the tray. For a given pulling tension, these
guides reduce the sidewall pressure experienced by a
cable below that for a conduit of the same radius.
Sargent & Lundy's installation drawing aduressed cable
sidewall pressure by specifying minimum cable pulling

guide radii.

Q-11. Please explain why Sargent & Lundy performed an aralysis
of all of the safety-related electrical cables installed
in conduit at Byron Station prior to December, 1982, with
respect to potential overtensioning.

A-11l. As previously described in the testimony of Mr. Binder,

an NRC inspection in the Spring of 1982 identified as




Q-12.

A-l12.

Q-13.
A‘13 -

0-14 .

A‘l‘ .
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an item of noncompliance the fact that the cable in-
stallation procedure used by the electrical contractor,
Hatfield Electric, did not address the requirements to
calculate allowable cable pulling tensions. Common-
wealth Edison's response to this item was to revise the
cable installation procedure so as to address the subjects
of concern to the NRC. 1In addition, Commonwealth Edison
committed to take appropriate action to ensure that all
safety-related cables installed prior to the implementation
of the revised procedure in December, 1982, would perform
their intended functions. This was to be accomplished

by a review of cable pull reports and the performance

of additional analysis by Sargent & Lundy.

Did you review cable pull reports covering all safety-
related cables pulled in conduit prior to December, 1982?

No. Cable pull reports do not exist for all such cables.

Why do they not exist?
Originally, the electrical contractor's cable installation
procedure did not require that cable pull reports be

prepared for all safety-related cable installations.

Please describe the review of cable pull reports
performed by Sargent & Lundy.
Sargent & Lundy began by reviewing the available cable pull

reports for cables pulled in conduit before the revised



Q-15.

-

cable installation procedure was implemented in

December, 1982. 1In addition, Sargent & Lundy reviewed

the cable pull reports attached to Commonwealth Edison
Nonconformance Report (NCR) F-747. For each cable cove-ed
by a cable pull report, Sargent & Lundy calculated the
allowable pulling tension, using criteria supplied by

the cable manufacturer, and compared that tension to the
tension which had been documented on the cable pull
report. This review revealed that 25 of the cable

pulls covered by the cable pull reports exceeded the
allowable pulling tensions. Of these 25 cases, five
cable pulls exceeded the allowable pulling tension
determined by tensile strength, 16 cable pulls exceeded
the pulling tension determined by sidewall pressure and
four cases exceeded the allowable pulling tension
determined by both tensile strength and sidewall pressure.
For these 25 cable pulls, it was determined that
additional analysis was required before it could be
concluded whether the monitored pulling tensions were

acceptable.

How could additional analysis demonstrate that the
pulling tensions recorded in the 25 cases mentioned in
Answer 14, above, were acceptable?

The cable pulling criteria as provided to Sargent &

Lundy by each cable manufacturer are general pull
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criteria. As such, then do not establish the maximum
tension which the cable can withstand without damage.

The general criteria thus include a margin of con-
servatism. Sargent & Lundy, using these general criteria
from each manufacturer, develops composite criteria
applicable to all cables installed in Byron Station.
Because these composite criteria are based upon the most
stringent of the cable manufacturers' general criteria,
they provide an additional margin of conservatism for some
types of cables. Sargent & Lundy's analysis of the cable
pull reports was based upon each cable manufacturer's
general pull criteria. However, due to the manufacturer's

margin of conservatism inherent in the general pull criteria,

the manufacturer can perform a specific analysis to

determine the acceptability of a particular cable pull.

What was done regarding the 25 cable pulls in which the
allowable pulling tension was exceeded?

Details of these specific cable pulls were forwarded to
the cable manufacturers by Sargent & Lundy with a request
that they perform a specific analysis of each cable pull.
Based on the cable manufacturers' review, all 25 of these
suspect cable pulls were found to be acceptable. See
Attachment A (letter from Sargent & Lundy to Commonwealth
Edison dated January 26, 1985) and Attachment B (letter
from Sargent & Lundy to Commonwealth Edison dzted

December 12, 1983).
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Method 2. Sargent & Lundy determined the critical
(may imum) conduit length for each conduit size assuming a
worst case conduit configuration and the actual installed
cable confijuration. If the actual length of the conduit
did not exceed the calculated critical langth, it was con-
cluded that the cables in that conduit had not been over-
tensioned. If the actual length of the conduit run exceeded
the calculated critical length, that conduit run was sub-
jected to further analysis using Method 3, below.

Method 3. For the remaining conduits, Sargent &
Lundy calculated the expected pulling tension for the actual
installed conduit configuration containing the actual in-
stalled cable configuration. This expected pulling tension
was then compared to the allowable pulling tension as
determined by the manufacturer's general criteria. If the
expected pulling tension (as calculated) did not exceed the
allowable pulling tension, it was concluded that the cables
in that cunduit had not been overtensioned. 1If the expected
pulling tension (as calculated) exceeded the allowable
pulling tension, details of the cable installation were
forwarded to the manufacturer with a request that a specific
analysis be performed.

Out of the approximately 2600 conduit runs analysed
using the method(s) described above, only three conduits
were identified for which a specific analysis by the manu-
facturer was required to determine the acceptability of the

cables. See Attachment C (letter from Sargent & Lundy to
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Commonwealth Edison dated June 23, 1983). Based upon the
specific analysis performed by the cable manufacturer, the
cables pulled in these three conduits were determined to be
acceptable. See Attachment B (letter from Sargent & Lundy

to Commonwealth Edison dated December 12, 1983).

Q-19. What conclusion did Sargent & Lundy reach regarding
whether any of the safety-related cables installed in
conduit at Byron Station before December, 1982, had been
rendered unacceptable due to overtensioning?

A-19. Sargent & Lundy concluded that none of the safety-related
cables pulled in conduit prior to December, 1982, was
unacceptable; that is, their ability to perform their
intended functions had not been irpaired by overten-

sioning.

Q-20. Please describe the basis for that conclusion.

A-20. That conclusion is based upon Sargent & Lundy's analysis of
the safety-related cables installed in approximately
2600 conduits. This analysis included cables for which
cable pull reports were and were not available. Most
of the safety-related cables involved were determined
to be acceptable based upon Sargent & Lundy's analysis,
which indicated that the expected pulling tensions (as
calculated) did not exceed the allowable pulling

tensions for these cables. For the remaining safety-
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related cables, although the allowable pulling tensions
as determined by the manufacturer's general criteria
had been exceeded, a specific analysis performed by

the manufacturer demonstrated that the cables will
perform their intended functions. Thus, those cables

were also found to be acceptable.

Q-21. Did the NRC accept this analysis of safety-related
cables pulled in conduit prior to December, 1982?

A-21. The NRC accepted this analysis in Inspection Report
50-454/84-27; 50-455/84-19, which is Attachment D to
my testimony. The NRC inspector concluded that there
was a reasonable assurance that the safety-related
cables would perform their intended functions. See

Attachment D at pages E-14 to E-15.



TREECE ATTACHMENT A
SARGENT & LUNDY -

ENGINEERS
85 EAST MONROE STREET
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 60603
1312) 269-2000
TWX 910-221-2807

January 26, 1983
Project Nos. 4391/2 &
_ 4683/4
Commonwealth Edison Company
Byron/Braidwood Stations - Units 1 & 2

Cabtle Pull Criteria

Mr. J. T. Westermeier
Project Engineer
Commonwealth Edison Company
P.O. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Dear Mr. Westermeier:

In response to the NRC's findings concerning the Contractor's
Cable Pulling Procedures (Bvron IE Inspection Reports Nos.
50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04), Commonwealth Edison Company's
(CECo) letter dated November 5, 1982, stated that cable pull
reports would be reviewed to verify that the allowable sidewall
pressure was not exceeded for cables installed prior to the
implementation of the revised Contractor's Cable Pulling
Procedures. The expected date for completion of the review
was January 31, 1983. As a basis for this review, Sarcent &
‘Lundy received 44 cable pull reports (listed in Attachment A)
from Byron Station Construction. This summarizes the results
of Sargent & Lundy's review of these cable pull reports.

The cable pull reports were reviewed against the Electrical
Installation (EI) drawings to identify the conduit containing
the referenced cables. This identification was required to
define the factors necessary to calculate the allowable sidewall
Pressure pulling tension (i.e. conduits smallest bend radius).
For 29 of the cable pull reports received, the conduit contain-
ing the referenced cables was identified. These 29 cable pull
reports ccvered 35 cable pulls for 54 safety-related cables.
For the remaining 15 reports, the review of the electrical
installation drawing did not reveal any conduit containing only
the referenced cables.

COPRPY
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To increase the data base for this review effort, Sargent & Lundy
also used the cable pulling information included in Non-Confor-
mance Report (NCR) F-747. This data covered 136 cable pulls for
159 safety-related cables. This NCR had been written for cables
pPulled following the issuance of ECN's 2579 and 3015 but prior

to implementation of the revised Contractor's Cable Pulling
Procedures.

Sargent & Lundy's review of the above referenced data revealed
that 17 of the 35 cable pulls covered by the cable pull reports,
and 8 of the 136 cable pulls covered by the NCR, potentially
exceed the allowable pulling tensions (reference Attachment B).
In these 25 cases potentially exceeding the allowuble pulling
tension, five cable pulls exceeded the allowable tensile strength
pPulling tension, 16 cases exceeded the allowable sidewall
pressure tension, and four cases exceeded both the tensile
strength and the sidewall pressure pulling tension. Additional
analysis is required before it can be determined whether the
monitored pulling tensions are acceptable. For example,
conversations with Okonite Company indicate that for certain
cable configurations the .6 multiplying factor can be increased
to .B. Also, for cases where the allowable sidewall pressure
pulling tension has been exceeded the location of the bends in
the conduit can result in additional relief. A list of the 17
cable pulls and associated cables covered by the cable pull
reports requiring additional analysis have been given to Mr. J. O.
Binder for his use in preparing an NCR.

Sargent & Lundy will continue work in this area to provide
calculations and/or analysis to address the safety-related

cables pulled in conduit prior to the implementation of the revised
Contractor's Cable Pulling Procedures for which pull reports

do not exist.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Yours very truly,
= K ESENDART.

T. R. Eisenbart
Electrical Encineer

TRE:sh

In duplicate

Enclosure

Copies:

G. Sorensen/J. 0. Binder (1/1)

D. L. Leone/W. C. Cleff (1/1)

R. J. Netzel (1/1)



R SARGENT & LUNDY
o ENGINEERS

v CHICAGO ATTACHMENT "A" to
i Sargent & Lundy's
(T. R. Eisenbart)

4 letter dated

January 26, 1983

Byron/Braidwood Stations - Units 1 & 2
Project Nos. 4391/2 & 4683/4

CABLE PULL REPORTS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW

PITTSBURGH TESTING LABORATORY REPORT NUMBERS

Commonwealth Edison Company .
cP-40 CP-316
|

CP-80 CP-319
Cp-81 I CP-320
CP-90 CP-336
CP-91 Cp-338
CpP-109 CP-339
CP-124 CP-340
CpP-218 CpP-323
CP-250 Cp-321
Cp-251 CpP~322
CP=293 CP-330
CP-294 CP-324
CpP-298 CP-317
cP-299 CP-318
Y CP-300 CP-295
C¢-308 CpP-313
CP-309 CP-331
CP-311 CP-310
CP-312 CP=337

Cp-314 Cp-8

CP-~328 CP=-7
CpP-219 CP-301
CP-125



Cable Pull

SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS
CHICAGO

Commonwealth Edison Company
Byron/Braidwood Stations - Units 1 & 2

Project Nos.

4391/2 & 4683/4

ATTACHMENT "B"

to

Sargent & Lundy's
(T. R. Eisenbart)
letter dated
January 26, 1983

CABLE PULLS POTENTIALLY EXCEEDING

Report Numbers

CP-40
CpP-80
Cp-81
CP-90

CP-91 .
CP-218
CP-250
CP-251
CP-315
CP-316
CP-319
CP-320

- - . . . - - -

. . . - . - . .

ALLOWABLE PULLING TENSIONS

- - - . . . - -

1AP1E3
1AP073,
1APO72,

2SX138,
25X100,

25X149,
25X112,
2AP179,
lvCco2s

1IP0O0S5,
1IP033,
1VvAas578,
lvasso,
1vas5s,
1VA374,

Cable N

mbers

1AP320,
1AP319,

2SX140,
28X110,

28X157,
2DC073
2AP182,

1IP006
1I1P034
1VAS579
1vAS581
1VAS59,
1VA376,

1AP322
1AP321

28X153,
25X260,

25X137,

2AP300,

1VAS560
1VA548,

25X258,
2SX139,

25X102,
2AP401

1VAS549



TREEL! TTACHMENT B

December 12, 1983
Project Nos. 4391/2-00

Commonweal th Edison Company
Byron Station - Units 1 & 2

Byron-IE Inspection Report
Nos. 50-454/82-05 and 50-455/82-04

Cable Pull Criteria

Reference: (a) Letter dated January 26, 1983,
S&L (TRE) to CECo (JTW)
(b) Letter cdated June 23, 1983,
S&L (TRE) to CECo (JTW)
(c) Letter dated June 22, 1983,
Su«L (JPC) to Okornite (CD)

Mr. J. T. Westermeier
Project Engineer
Commonwealth Edison Company
P. O. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Dear Mr. Westermeier:

Reference (a) summarized the results of an S&L review of cable pull
reports obtained from Byron Station. Reference (b) summarized the
results of an SiL analysis of safety-related cable pulls (in conduit),
prior to the implementation of a revised pulling procedure, for

which cable pull reports did not exist. As noted in Reference (b),
three of the conduits required further analysis by the cable
manufacturer. Reference (c) transmitted the necessary cable pull
information to the Okonite Company and requested their analysis

of same.

Based on Okonite Company's October 11, 1983 letter (copy attached)
and subsequent discussions with Hatfield Electric Company (i.e., a
rsview of Hatfield cable pull records to determine actual direction
of pull), we have concluded that the cable pulled in these three
conduits are acceptable. The finding in this letter, together with
References (a) and (b), complete the S&L review of the subject IE
Inspection Reports.
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Mr. J. T. Westermeier December 12, 1983
Commonwealth Edison Company Page 2

Based on our findings, we recommend that you supplement your
previous responses to the NRC as follows:

As discussed in Commonwealth Edison Company's (CECo)
November 5, 1982 and January 24, 1983 letters, CECo

concurs with the NRC findings relative *o the contractor's
cable pulling procedures not addressing cable side-wall
pressure criteria. As indicated in CBCuo's November 5, 1982
letter, revised design documents wers issued (May 19, 1982)
which specified the allowable cable pulling tensions for
cables in conduit, considering both the conductor tensile
strength and the cable side-wall pressure criteria. The
contractor's cable pulling procedures have also been revised
accordingly. Cable pulled in tray was not considered a
potential problem since the architect-engineer's cable
informaticn drawing addressed cable s.de-wall pressure by
specifying minimum cable pulling guide redii. 1In addition,
the wajority of cable pulled in tray was hand pulled.

In order tn verify the acceptahbility of cables installed
prior to the issuance of revised procedure, the architect-
engineer (a) reviewed cable pull reports, where available,
and (b) performed generic analyses/calculations, where

‘ cable pull reports were not available.

The architect-engineer's review of the cakle pull reports
identified smveral cable installations in which the
recorded pulling tension exceeded the aliowable pulling
tension, ar determined frcm cable manufacturer's general
pull criteria. Each of these cable pulls was identified
and a Non-Conformance Report was issued Ly CECo to track
their resolution. The architect-engineer forwarded the
details of these specific cable pulls tc the cable

. manufacturer with a request that the manufacturer perform
a lggcific analysis to determine the acceptability of each
c e pull. Based on the cahle manufacturers review, all
of these suspect cable pulls were found to be accsptable.

Where cable pull reports did not exist, the architect-
engineer performed an analysis, utilizing one of the
following (generic or specific, as appropriate) calculationy
to determine the acceptability of each cable installation:

(1) Calculation for an assumed worst case conduit

configuration containing the worst case cable
configuration.

o™ Sy | IS w“t | " Q) Se—



Mr. J. T. Westermeler December 12, 1983
. Commonwealth Edison Company Page 3

(2) Calculation for an assumed worst case conduit
configuration containing the actual cable
configuration.

(3) Calculation utilizing the actual conduit
configuration containing the actual cable
configuration.

This analysis identified several cable installations which
could not be verified acceptable, based on the cable
manufacturer's general pull criteria. The details of

each such cable Installation were forwarded to the cable
manufacturer, with a request that the manufacturer perform
a specific analysis to determine acceptability of each
cable pull. Based on the cable manufacturer's review, all
of these suspect cable pulls were found to be acceptable.

The cable pull reports, analyses, calculations, and other
supporting documentation used in responding to these
inspection reports are available for NRC review.

If you have any questicns, please call me.

Yours very truly,

T. R. EISENBART

T. R. Eisenbart
Electrical Engineer

TRE:daa

In duplicate

Enclosures

Copies:

D. L. Leone/W. C. Cleff (1/1)
R. J. Netzel (1/0)

s AT i s b
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Mr. J. F. Clancy, E.E.

Sargent & Luncy REC=
Mail Code 25D15 =IVED
55 East Monroe

Chicago, Illinois €06C3

Subject: Commonwealth

Fadiso SMPANY
Byron/Braldwood Statlons-lw*ts 1 % 2
Cable Pull Criteria
S&L Spec¢. F/L-2823 & 2851
CECo P.0. Nos. 203632, 203633, 207113 & 207114

Dear Mr. Clancy:

-

In response to your letter dacved June s +.23 please be adv!czed
of the following us you requesced.

Attached are culculations Tor thoe ecsle -2-13 for the arawyinss
submitted by you. Pulling from 1JB261: %> Jzar in one continuous
length provides cxcessively high pullisas tenzion and sidewall
pressures. This 1s caused by the exeasaive number of offsets
located in this run. The total tension calculates out to 52,000 1bs.
in this direction. The coafficient o friction actual was probably
lower than 0.35 out in any case tne allzwable tension and sidewall
pressures were exceeded by the wide marsin., These calculations
appear on pages 1 and 2 of the attach=2d sheets. )
If cable had been pulle? from the gear -c 1C8261A, they would have
reduced the totai tension down to anpros: 1tely 16,000 1bs. and a
maximum sidewall pressure of 2776 loa../ -t Thece values altrsugh
extremeiy high are well below the pull “r =ne other directicn., ==
would have been nelpful 17 the pullins cr:w had uszed a dvnamometer
Lo give us an idea what Sie acsuzl tenu! s#as, but Lt 1s assumed

they did not.

If the cable was oudled rrom LJE2614 =5 roar it should be renlaced

!
because of the very hish rullins tensicn and sidewall pressure that
would have been expericne:a




‘ Mr. J. F. Clancy

The cable !

1JB261A :a tJ

i
pressure to be¢ acgess

Please call 1t we

' CLD/cm}
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r-——————————TREE'CE ATTACHMENT C

N SARGENT & LUNDY
¥ NGINEERS

) 5% EAS MONROE STRFEEY

CHICAGO. ILLINDIS 606023

( YELEPHONE 312 269.2000

June 23, 1983
Project Nos. 423%1/2 & 4683

Commonwealth Edison Company
Byron/Braidwood Stations = Units 1 & 2

Cable Pull Criteria

Mr. J. T. Westermeier
Project Engineer ,
Commonweelth Edison Company
P.O, Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Dear Mr. Westermeier:

This letter supplements my Jznuary 26, 1983, letter concerning

an initial responce to the NRC findings racarding the Contractor's
Cable Pulling Procedures (Byron IE Inspection Report MNos. 50-454/
82-05 and 50-455/82-04). That letter summarized Sarcent & Lundy's
(S&4L) review of cable pull reports obtained from Byron Station
Constructicn. In addition to a review of cable pull reports, an
analysis was reguired to address safety-related cable pulls in
conduit prior to implementation of the revised Contractor's Czble
Pulling Procedures for which pull reports did not exist. This
letter summarizes the result of this additional analysis.

As a basis for this additional) analysis, S&L received a listing of

all safety-related cables pulled in conduit prior to December, 1982,
from Byron Staticn Construction. This listing identificd aprroximately
2600 conduits requiring analysis. SsL has ccrpleted the analysis

for these conduits by utilizing one of the following methods:

1. Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit
configuration containing a worst cable configuration.

2. Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit
configuration containing the actual cable con=-
figuraticn.

3. Calculaticns for the actual conduit configuration
containing the actual cable configuration.

: S&L's review identified three conduits that recuire adéitional

. analysis by the cuble manufaccurer., Cable pulling inforrmatica fo
these conduits has been forvard:d to Oronite Cecopany, by S&L letter
dated June 22, 19383, cony egglgsqu_;pr/gheir use in perrorming a

SO

Nt Sy



SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS
CHICAGO :

Mr. J. T. Westermeier June 23, 1983
Commonwealth Edison Company Page 2

detailed analysis. We will advise you of their findings at a
later date., S&L's analysis concludes that the remaining conduits/
cable pulls are acceptable.

The results of this analysis and the supporting calculations are
presently being put together into an auditable format. We expect
to complete this effort by July 22, 1983,

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Yours very truly,

T. R. EISENBART

T. R. Eisenbart
Electrical Engineer

TRE :dw

In duplicate

Enclosure

Copies:

G. Sorensen/J. O. Binder (1/1)
D. L. Leone/w. C. Cleff (1/1)
R. J. Netzel (1/1)




SARGENT & LUNDY
ENGINEERS
55 EAST MONROL STREET
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS €0G03
13121 269-2000
. TWX 910-221-2807

June 22, 1983
Project Nos. 43°1/2 &

4683/4
Cummonwealth Edison Company

Byren/braidwood Stations - Units'l & 2

Cable Pull Criteria
StL Speceifications F/L-2823 & P/L-2351
CiCo P.0. ilcs. 203508, 203609, 207113 & 207114

Mr. €. L. Dozrr

The Okonite Ceompany

1515 Centre Circle

Downers Grove, Illinois 60515

Dear Mr. Doerr:

Enclosed are copies of two sketches covering three separate cable
installations at Byrcn Station. Records of the tensions exnerienced
during the ceoble pnllis cre nos« aveilablae, end th2s accoentances ¢f £h:oca
installatious is depcadent upon the acceptance of calculated pulling
tencions.

Those sketches are being sent to you for your anzlysis and cormznt,
becauce our preliminary calculaticns for these installaticns irdicate
that the morime: allevsble polling teacions for the installerd c:bhiss,
based on Okonite's cable pulling criteria, may have been exceeded.

Will you plcase analyze these cable installations and give us your
recormendation covering the disposition of the installed cables.

If you have any quections about the installations shown on the sketchesz,

please contict us.
Yours very truly,
J. F. Clancy

J. F. Clancy
JEC:¢rm Elcetrical acinrer
In dunlicate
EncXcrnure
Copius:
J. D Vostornmeier (1/1)
C. Lorensen (1/1)
D. L. leonz/2. Co Cle 22 (/1)
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e, UNITED STares
’.. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COAMMISSION
l _.J' - REGION 111
- } 799 A0OSEVELT RDAD
..,.."./ 4 GLEN Ecuvn iLLINGIS 0137

JUL 8 = 7

Docket No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

Commonwealth Edison Cempany

ATTN: Mr. Corde!ll Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 606350

Centlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inscection conducted by Mess=s. R. S. Lz.s
anc E. Christnot of this office on April 28-27, April 30-May 4, ang M&, 1:
1983, of activities at Byrsn Station autheorizes By NRC Construction Per~izs
No. CPPR-130 and No. CPP3-131 ang to the giscussion of our fingings with
Messrs. R. Tuetken ang 7. B. Kiingler anc others of your staff a: the
cenclusion of the inspeztion,

™Y

-y

-

The enclosed copy of our inscection report identifies aress exs-ined Curirg
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consistes of a se'ezt .e
examination of procecures and representative records, cbservatiors, a~¢
interviews with persannel.

Ouring this inspection, certain of your activities acpeared to be in no--

compliance with NRC requirements, as specified in the encloses Appencix
A written response is required.

As a result of this inspection, it is our undesstanding that you will comz. 2t
& reinspection of all electrical conductor butt splices at Byron Station,

Units 1 and 2, as outlined in your letter of May 17, 1984, 0. Farrar to
James G. Keppler.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contzined therein within thirty cays of
the date of this letter Such application must be consistent with the re-
Quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosure(s), ana
your response to this letter will be placed in the Public Document Room

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are
not subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and
Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

TREECE ATTACHMENT D




Commonwealth Edison Company

Enclosures:
1. Appencix, Notice
of Voilation
2. Inspection Reparts
No. 50-353/83-27 arz
No. 850-453,/82-19
€c w/encls:
D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing
V. 1. Schlosser, Project Ma~ager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project
Superintencent
R. E. Querio, Station
Superintencent
DME Cocument Contro) Desk (RiZZ2)
Resice~t Inspector, RIII gyran
Resicent Insgector, RIII
Braicwcog
Phyllis Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environrental
Control Dvision
Ms. Jare M. whicher
Diane Chavez, DAARE/SAFE
R. Rawscn, ELD

we will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspecticn.

TREECE ATTACHMENT D

»
~

-t

Sincerely,
7’ M
o éﬁ’l,qiﬁy;yaaafii___

R. L. Soessara, Direcior
Division of Engineering




Commorwealth £dison Company Docket No.

TREECE ATTACHMENT D

Appendix

NCTICE OF vipLaTiCN

c
Docket No. &

As a result of the inscec*ion concuctec on April 23-27, Agril 30-¥3, &, a-=
May 10 3and 11, 1982, anc in accors nte with the General Policy arg Proces.-::
for NAC Enfarcement Actions, (10 CFR Pars 2, Appescix C), the folloming
violatic~s were identifiec

¢

10 CFR 50, Apzercix B, Criterion V, as irplementes by Comm:rmealth £2°52
Cemza~y Tepics! Recort (CE 1-A), Section 5, res.ires tha% acti.ities
affecting guality be prescrises Oy Goiu=ented instructiin: or proces.ves

Cortrary to tre abcve, the lice~see faile2 to assure that the rec.ire-
merts of S4L Drawing 6Z-0-3237 8, Fedruary 1583 Reuisicn, Ncte 47, wers
translated into instructiors or procecures. Note 47 rez.ires the e'ez-
trical contractor to inszect for casle tray seda~aticn arg acZ cai'e irg;
"e mini=.m secaraticn resuire~ents have tee- violates Tn 5

n
3
ccvers when ¢
is exe~plifies by the fact that 124 units of safet,-relatez catle tra,
has been installed sirce February 1923 arz this tray has nct bee- in
s.'remets  Ag:itional details are ciscusses

.- Sasirss e e =y . - [P T WY A
BIUYEN RRIOTL 954, 8427, 455/B3-18(2¢8).

tec for secaraticn re
Paragraoh 2.4 of Irs:

is is a Seserity Le.e' v violatien (Susalement 11).

1C CFR B0, Apcencix 8, Criterion XVi, as imple=e~tec by {o=~craealsn
Ecison Co=cany Topical Renart (CE 1-A), Sezticn 16, rezuires thas

-

me2:s.7es Ce established to assure that conditions acverse to gul’ {%y
$.t7 as nonconformances are promptly identified and correztes.

Contrary to the above, the licensee failed to assure that nonconforming
Cat’e tray hagers were identified and correctes. This it exemplifies
by the fact that as a result of this NRC inspection, 345 previously
accepted canle tray hangers were reinspected and 119 were found de‘ect
and 19 were inceterminate because they were inaccessible for reinsgecs
A contributing factor to this item is that CECo Quality Assurance faile:
to determine the effectiveress of the electrical cortractor's cas'le LT,
hanger reinspection program (Reference = HECo NCR 407R). Agditional
details are discussed in Paragraph 2.c of Inspection Report 454,/84-27.
455/84-19(DE).

'v@

~

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 11).



TREECE ATTACHMENT D

Appendix 2

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to
this office within thirty days of the date of this Notice a written state-z-*
or ogplanatjon in reply, including for each item of noncempliance: (1;.:*;--
rective action taken and the results achieved, (2) ccrrective action t2 2e
taken to avoic further noncompliance, and (3) tre cate when full compliz-:e

will be achie.ed. C(Considg i ’ !
ved. eration may De given to exte~I'ng your res 8
for goocd cause sncwn. ' kot i« gl i
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TREECE ATTACHMENT D

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATGRY CCMMISIION

RESION 111

Reports No. 50-454/83-27(2¢),; $0-385.83-15(%¢)

Docket Ncs. 50-4535. 50-4:

e
“©
v
.

~
v

-~
O
“©
4
ALl
A
'
.
e
L
A
Rl
“©"
’ o
.
s

Licensee: Commcrwesltn £disan cc~pary
Post Office 3cx 787
Chicago, IL &c8s)

Facility Name: B,rcn Staticn, Umits 1 & 2

Inspection At: Byr=ca Site. ¥*ea, IMlingis

Irssection Congustes: Ap-i) e3-27, April 30-vay & o va, 10-11, 163

A /2
nsrectsrs: R. S. Love J’S e - é /: é'-’
/’ b/"’/' ' T
L3le
/'. - - . 7
b 7 4 _’,u aW—”:p
~ — - - B
£. Chrigen:T e T
Lats
iy L PN
i 2 L e e i
A::'-Oe: ¥ E : ~ a=: :‘ e * !/ { /_‘\-
FIanS yEse s Sersiam 2tz

Inszection Su-=ary

:rs:ggtifj n As-il 22-27. Apeil 30, May 4, arg Mas 10-11, 2882 (Sences
0. Sb==~3< 8e-27(0z); 50-3%%.33°18(08))

ir!!S‘IPS?Qttt:: Re. ew Of licensee action on previously identified ite=s.
his INvCivea the review of applicatle procedures, drawings, recorss ard
calculaticn en-site and at Sarzent and Lungy (licensee's A/E). This inszez-
tion iqvo7v¢c a total of 146 inspection hours by two NRC inspectors. Six of
these inspector hours were expenced in Nuclear-Genera) Employee Training which
will be required for unfetteres access (Ref. 10 CFR 50.70).
Results: In tre areas inspected, two items of noncz~pliance were ide~tifiez
aragragh 2.c, failure to identify and contro) nonconforming conditions.
Criterion XVI, and Paragraph 2.4, failure to assure that activities affecting
Quality are prescribed in instructions or procecures-Criterion V). g
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Persons Contarted

Sos i -
Commormes th Edison Cercany (£E7a)

- -

G. Sorensen, Canstruction Suceminrtenzent

K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurasce Sugerinte~ze-t
*J. 0. Binger, Project Electrical Supervisor

:3. B. Klingler, Project Quality Ccn:rc"Su:er.:s:-

- L. Bergrer, Quality Assurance Supervisor

. V. Oellaretta, Electrica) Quality Assurance £n3 vee-
*E. T. Sager, Elect-ical Field Engineer

*J. W. Razpepart, Quality Assurance Engineer

E. L. Martin, Cuality Assuran-e Supervisor

J. W. Zid, Qua'ity Assurance Eagireer

P. T. Myrca, Qe3’ %y Assurance Sucersissr
Hat®ie'g Elecsiric Comrzmy (HEZo)

D. L. Meiger, CA/S: M3~ace-
S. Hubler, Leas Qeality Cortra! Imszessar

332"t -3 Lundy (S51)

J. 0. Regz~, Eleztrica? Ergineer

8. G Treece, Se-ig- Elessrical Prgiect Ergizee-
J. F. Clargy, Qus Tty ME3LTECCR

T. R. Efse-sart, Blezirica Ergiresr

J. J. Ka=za, Senisr Str.ztural Engireer

T. J. Rya~, Structura) Preject Engineer

The iaspeztors a's0 contacted and interviewed cther lice~ses a--
Coniraciir pe-sontel during this rezarting perisd.

*Cenctes those present at the exit interview concucted on May 4, 1

Action on Previously ldentified Items

a. (Closed) Nenzompliance (50-454/80-09-01; 50-455/82-08-01): Du=i=z a
previous insoection it was identified that the reg.ire~ents of t=¢
Byron SAR and Specification 2831 were not adeguately translates i-:o
Specification 2815 in that corrosion protecticn (painting) was nz:
specified for the exposed carbon steel material and expcsed spot
welds utilized in the installation of seismic Category I electrica’
raceway hanger supports. Engineering Change Notice (ECN) Numter
4362 was issued to revise Specifications F/L 2815 and F/L 2831 Tre
licensee's painting contractor (Midway Ingustrial Contracter, Inc.)
has a program in place that will assure that the items have been
paint:d. CECo Project Construction Department (PCD) is monitoring
the progress of the painting contractor. This item is closed.
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(Clesed) Unresolved Item (50-453/82-17-02; 50-455/82-12-02): Ourirg
a previous inspection it was identified Lhat conc.it and casle tra,
hanger bolts no longer me: the bolt torgue req.irevents as spez: <. sz
in the applicable procecures. The licensee was reguested to ¢\ 3'.3%2
these relaxed torgue concitions anc Cetermine if they were acrestas ¢
With respect to cadle tray hanjers, as part of the hanger re‘nszeztic-
program, the harge- Bo't torcue was verified and any bolts fou~z =--
meeiing ihe torque recuirements were re-tirgiel 10 Procedute res. c-
me~ts. With rescect to co~cuit hasgers, a reinspection of 320 2a-c. o
Pangers was concucted. This reinsceztion idensified 23 cars. & ~a-
BoTts with Tess tran tre spesified torque.  These hangers we"2 tte-
9”!’3203 for worst case comgitiors. This aral, 515 was resteasez =,
INSPECIC™s and fou~c to be aces.ste. The a-a',sis icent fies i-:
Concuit hange~ wculc have erfor-ed treir gesign funsticn in tre
founa condition. This iten is closed

ol %o
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w o

W e

'
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(Cpen) Unreszt.ez lte= (5:- 3/ 83«22C8): Qur-rs
previcus inssezsiion : E]
getails unce- firecrocfing were e "g #cs
tion. Tne REl5 (A Mamage- mag instr.ctes
conneciicn ceta’ls zovered Sy firesricfin
On the we'c tra.e’er for the sutfest co
instructicns aece ez me=te2 in 02 G Me-
instructicns ~e-e o zviges in ccnjunction wit
reinszection requires by mE2o NCR 307, At thas Sive, ¢
inspecton infor-es the licersee that the welc tra.e'es c:.'2 e
utilizec for az:estance pre«igirg the ha<ger conce:tion Ceta'’ ui::
Was Noses on tre tra.eter. In accorcacce with 8 il lettes, cite:
Peteier 22, 1880, mIl: wa: rec.ires to suteit certain £ati so
ta‘ning to this retmspection Progra™ on a ge~ioc I Sas's. ..
this reporting ce~icz, the Regicn IIl inspesior re.icmed tre
Proviced by MIlo. These data ingicates that of 4,33 harz2"s
specied, fireprcofing had to e re=cved frem 131 ma~gers to zet

>

.

P ue

mine acceptance. This report indicated that 3 of the h3gens
rejected after the fireproofing was removed. To zetermine oy
three hangers were rejected, the inspectors revie~es the azplicas o
weld travelers, hanger de-hang/re-hang forms (M237), remcrk rec.z:ites,
field chanze request(FCR), deficiency reports (DR), noncorfor=z~:e
recorts (NCR), and the hanger inspection checklists. Following are
the results of this review:

(1) Hanger BWV11 on Drawing 0-3037H, Revision T.

HORF 1151 indicates hanger originally installed August 13,
1980. HECo could not locate a weld traveler for this
installation.

FCR 1807, dated August 19, 1980, was issued to relocate
the hanger.

N OR 119, dated June 11, 1982, stated that the hanger could
not be inspected due to installation of fireproofing
This DR was closed on December 21, 1982,

HORF-1151, dated September 30, 1982, indicates that the
hanger was not installed per the drawing and FCR 1807
Hanger was removed on October 12, 1982

3 D=7
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Weld Traveler 135038, dateg October 12, 1982, states,
"welded plate to tute stee) apc structural stee! (Soush
side only)." Accepted Ly QC Welding Inspecter.

we'd Travele~ 19039, dates Octocer 15, 1932, states.
"Repairecd weld on plate to structural and tube stes!”
Accested by QC we'ding Irszector.

HOSF 1151 incicates Ma~zer was reinsta’led on Detzzar 22,
1982.

Hanger installation was ac-ectes ey CC.

The following discrepancies were chser.e?

Initial we'd traveler missing,

we'd traveler for Nortn sice of Ngege” Tigsie
NCR, (R, or Inspecticn Rezort (as s:2iizin’e)
that the hange~ was net installes ser 2raa’
1807 was

(2) Marzar BI23, Draa’

welsg Tra.aver
insta laticn
Insgestar,

Inspectize chezilist, dates Seste-zer 27
the Nacge- Becalse the inscestar calt
hanger tyce ard contig.irasion.

Me=o #2835,

HETo to CElc sum~a-, reza-t, cates
Tr3icates th.s hatg2c was rejeste
ticn,

Tre f07 za'rg iscresancies oe”

NO 3ci.me~taticn %0 shte afy

No Cic.=ertaticon to incicate

Or rescried, as arolicacle,

No inspection checclist/weld traveler %o ing:

the hanger 15 now acceptas’e.

(3) Hanger W 153, Drawing 1-3061H, Revision §,

Inspection checklist, dated February 22, 1922, was a fira)
acceptance of this hanger. The checklist references
FCR 22320, Revision 1; FCR 21871; Rework Reguest 643,
DR 1025, ane HORF 2197.

Work Recuest 648 involved the removal and replacement of
the hanger horizontal memders.

FCR 21871 involved the pan to hanger attachments. work
Request 648 and FCR 21871 were not in the area of concern
and the inspector chose not to followup on these itess
during this inspection.

DR 1025, dated October 23, 1962, documents that Cormecticn
No. 1 was a DV5 detail instead of a DV4 as specified, ang
Connection No. 2 was a DVBSC2 instead of a DVESE] as
specified.

FCR 22920, dated November 8, 1983, changed connection No. 1
to a DV3 detail and Connection No. 2 to a DVES3Z.




(2)

TREECE ATTACHMENT D

The following discrepancies were observed:
The inscectors could not determine how FCR 22920 was
imple~eated in that a nCR"/mork Reguest was not availa-'e
for review. The inspezeion checklist, dated Fesr.a-, 27
1383, indicates that Details DV3 an¢ DVE932 were #ctua’ iy
installez
Based on the -es.'ts of the recorl; re.feas of the thres res-v.s
hangers, the inscectors elezted t2 re.ie & TATCITM $8°C'e £F t-e
recorss for narzers t at mag been re‘nsoected ang accester -,
MECO 2C. Follcwing are the results of this re.iew:

-

(a) Hanger w22, Craairg 0-2C€.4, Revigion M, w3 accesed s
Irscezticn Rezare 4270, cated fctster 5, 1887  Irscess--a
aTpesT2d 0 e adegiate

(B) HMar~ge- 4223, Craaing C-30834, Revisicn L, wa
X g
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Re.isizn H, w

PU
ed Septe~czer 17,
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$7, catea Ccteter 7, 1
Celz 's 1 370 2 were a7cepted basec on weld Tra.
Catec July 26, 1578 Du~ing a re.iew 0f the tra.e &-, i
w25 Clser.ed that the trz eler dic not irdicate wr o

=TTECLIoN cetails were used to attach the hanger tc ¢
Struitiral steel, f.e., cetails 1 anc 2. Ba:zes on tre
Ct."entaticn presented, this hanger installaticn cou =
NCt De acctepted by the Region 11l inspectors.

(e) Hange= HC20, Drawing 0-3051H, Revision L, was accested on
Inspection Report 3484, dated October 16, 1832. Cor-eztion
details 1 and 2 were accepted based or weld Travelers 2371,
23803, ana 24B34. During a review of these travelers, it
was observed that the trevelers did not denote wh o =o--
nection details were used to attach the hanger to the
structural steel. Based on the dccumentation prasentecz,
this hanger installation could not be accepted by the
Region II1 inspectors.

(f) Manger H028, Drawing 0-3051M, Revision L, was inspected cn
Inspection Report 3433, dated October 5, 1982. This
Inspection Report referencec DRS42. During & review of
this DR, it was observed that the auxiliary stee! plate
size was listed as being the wrong size. This item was
not disposition nor corrected and the DR was improperly
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closed. Based on the docu mew'a’ion presented, this hangar
installation could not be accepted by the Regicn III

inspectors.

(g) Manger HCES, Drawing 1-305]M, Revision M, was noted as
be*rg unzcceotatle on Inspes t1cw Repert 373- gate:

July 30, 1982. Reasons noted weve: (1) unaz'e to ver:?,
connection details 1 and 2 because they were COvemes a'ti-
firecroofing, and (2) weld tra.e’ers gig nct ssecif, -z
conneltion details installes. On Sectemce- 27, 1331 1t=is
harger was accepted per Me~o 283. Bzszed on t*e oSog.~=a-%:-
ticn presented, this harger cou'a not Se asceptes o, tre
Reg'en IIl inmspectors.
Basez on tne results of the doc.mentaticn re.ies fo” the e
acc.2 listed Rangers, the Pegion IIl inscecisors ter=inat:s
their reviow OF Cas'e tra; Rasger gocume~tstisn, On 351 22
1§23, tre irssectisrs conc.cties @ mini-exit-inte~vies wit~ SE2:
8¢ SE00 QA 978 somateustion personsrel, Duriss th's irte~.iga
The 1322378 revienes their Concerns wit> t™e aczectss 113
of tre cas'e tray hange~ decumentation., Tre inscezi:ces
rec.est2c tnatl the liZensee review the ha-ge- Zoo.~e-i:tiin
anC Cete~mire whatl ha~cers were unaccestas’e. On M3, 1, 18::
the insceltors weve infor=es by the licerssa that trere wer:
arsroximately 333 natzer tnat were 3ccepted based oo Ve-o 23t
Ine Jicensee states that ascroximately 6217 hasger riz.zlaes
we e reviewss by CE20 Q& 2-2 #2050 Q2 persscce’. The 1izav:ss
SALIMUSY B0 Pri.f12e 2311y uS2a%es 30 the 2725Tess 57 e
RETCE™ reinjpesticn effsst ars their fingiogs. Lu”173 2
te'el Cre Cor.@75a%12n Setaeten Mr, J. Bincer (Cfc:) #°:
Mr. R. S, Love (RII1) on May 11, 1823, Mr. Bincer gro.ices
the follcwing results of the reinsgezticn effsrt
- Tetal nu=ber of hangers reg.iring reinsgectisn s
. Numoer of hangers inaccessidle i3
These hangerc were documented on HWECo NZR 830
Total numoer of hangers reinsgected 25%
Total number of deficiencies identified 15

3 Deficiencies by attribute:
wWelding fitup §l
Wrong connection detail 7
Wrong weld length, elevation, auxiliary stee’
plate size, and missing bolts 3l

fit up deficiencies are decumented on HEC: NCR 988 C”"e::‘:-
detail and steel plate deficiencies, etc. are documented on KEZD
DRs 4921-4928, 4930, 4932, 4934-4837, 4943, 4945-4838, 5((3,
5007, 5013-5017, 5019, and 5022-5032.
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As a result of the inspector's observations ncted above, the
inspectors requested that the licersee provice the last three
dudit/surveillance reperts performed by CElo in the area of
hanger acceptance for tre s.oiect reirscection program.  As
tated earlier in this report, this initial reinspestion e“<ore
involved 4308 hangers. The CEls CA Ergineer informed the
INECectors that to tre best of his knce'ecze, NO audits or
surveillances were perfor=s3 in tais are2 and furthermcre. +:
CCo QA Engireer) ~as rot amz-e of tnis hasger reinspesticn
program. On May 17, 1832 “e:grs. (.

C. wiliia=s 8a~a R. §. L:.e
of the Rez‘in III staff contazies Mr, K. J. Ha-: ng, LEsS oA
Supe~intenzzat, by te'echore ana giscusses the reicizest c-
Pregran a~2 lace of CElo QA sucits andor surveila=ges n ==¢:
ares. In summary, Mr. Marsiag stated thas: (1) CEC3 22 aas
d~ave of the hanga~ reirscection program; (2) CI23 QA& zr2:e =2t
Lo perfors 3 iezia’ augit/surveillasce of tnis na=ze~ re‘-:iszce
tion progran; (3) CI0: C3 was not aeae of Reg s~ IIl's imte-zc:
In this Srogme=. It shcu'd se notes that Regizn IIl's imu2 . e-
ment wilh this reinicectsn effart was 2co.e-223 in Lrgzezsis-
Repcris 383,82-17; 323,82-12 ang 353,33-38
Om ™2, 11, 1882 Mr. R. S. Love, Segisn III, co~taztes “essr:

J. 0. Bircer, J. L. Bergrer anc otre~s of tre Cils PCD a-z o-
Byvcn site crganization by telez~cme. [Durisg this e£3n.e-53%:2n
L w85 Tea-ned that CZCo QA nad in fact perfcrees an 8.2t of
the siblect reinssection progean in Jure 1833 33 nac a ¢o-ce--
wilh HEZo Me=3 285 WMr. Berjner cfd net elansrate on tois
gInCemn.  Mr. Zinder states tral furing this tegsest s ser 23
he (Mr. Birzer) girected the SB35 G250 Mamizer %3 sreci-e 3
letter %0 cancel Ye=y 285. TCh révigw of the sec.erz2 37
events and the resulis of the hanger reinstection efiry, 1t
weuld adcear that the 129 ceficiencies sbserves on 113 sa‘et.-
relatec catle tray hangers wculd have gone u~cetectes if t-e
Region 111 inscecters had not uncsverea the procle= aress a-:
requested CcCo tc perform an ingepth review of hamge~ dozu-
mentaticn and the subseguent reinspection pregran.  The
licensee was informed that failure to establish a prog-am to
assure that conditions adverse to Qualify are promptly icesti-
fied and correctec is an item of nonccmplaicance in accaorci-ce
with Criterion XVI of 10 CFR 50, Appencix B (50-453/84-27-01;

50-455/84-19-01).

d. (Cpen) Noncompliance (50-453/82-17-05, $0-455/82-17-05): Durirg a
previous inspection it was identified that the licensee was not
identifying, controlling, and correcting cable tray separation
viclations. As part of the corrective action, during the latter
part of 1982 and early 1983 a concerted effort was made by CECo,

HECo and S&L to identify all cable tray separation violations. This
information was compiled and analyzed by S&L. The corrective action
were: (1) relocate one or more cable trays to correct the violations,
or (2) install cable tray covers on one or more of the cable trays

(by the installation of covers, the separation criteria is recuced

7 D=11
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from 3" horizonta) ang 12" vertical to 1" horzionta! ang 1" versizal).
or (3) based on the aralysis, accezt the installation as installez;
and (4) place a distinctive mark (black octagon mark) on the aps’i-
Cable drawings to inagicate that a sepa-ation violation had besn
identified in that area and trat the violaticn hac been analyze: &,
the engiree~, S&L.

Quring this recceting pecice, the inscectses: (1) reviesed the
engireer's anal sis ans foung it to be aces.2te: (2) reviewesz se'e:-
ted drawirgs anc verified taat they were mar<ed %0 inZicate that t-e
engineer NaZ 3%a’,Ied the sezsraticn vielations; (3) revieaes se'ezs
drawing to ver:f; that tray covers were spezi‘ied &3 par: of the
orrecti.e actiiin, ana (3 toured the sceer Dloi« ang igentifies
$eparatizn violalicms ard verfied that the vielaticns hac tee-
§ccressed oy the e~gineer and appropriate actisn tawes. [.ring
Interviems witn 330 tericn-el igentified in Pacagraz~ 1 of th's
FeZ3ri, the nszesiars ~ece informes that several aot2s %2z See-
CCE3 OF re.isel on Jraeirg £2-0-32378, Fecrua=y 1827 revis®es, %9
prevent rel.rra~ze of cacle tras sesaation visizt acs Curirg 2
review of Jraeisg £5-0-32378, Re.isicn L, % wis coser.es 2%as “:its
47 girectez tre e'ezirica’ cintractsr, KECO, to instal’ casle t-a.
Svers in gcIircitce witn the electrical specificasicns e e %2 3
orizc=ta’ a~3 12" vertical sezaraticn reciire=ents -2 viz'ate:
ven Theu3™ the acclicatle draming coes not show tre suofest trs, o3
Ce covered. Note <2 girects the electrical contraztor t0 notify il
1f tre 1" meta! %o metal secaratisn is violated after the irgta’la-
tion of calle tra, co.ems. Ousing & review of MEZD 9 Seies przce-
C-res, 1T w33 Clservac trat (™2 reolirements of Ncte 33 ae-e aze-
CuBte’, 3c22-#:se2 Sut e vexc.ire=e~ts of %ste 87 eere "33 22sreiisc
Coming inter. eas witn the JE15 Proless Electrical Suze-visce, CIs.
E'ectirical QA E-giree=, (203 Electrical Fielg Engineer, REls &5 10
Masge~, anz RIS Project Engineer, it appesres thal these sersic-:
we"e Nl 3ezve Cf the reguiremest of Note 47 on Draming SE-2-3037%
LAt?l 72 was Brouget to treie attestica Dy the Regics Il inszezs:e;
It was alsz lear-es that mEZY QC, erjineering, anc constiruztic mere
not verifying cazle tray separation.

Curing this reporting period, the Ticensee instituted a prog-i= t2
Cetermine the amount of safety-related cable tray installea in L-'1s
1 and 2 since February 1983 (effective date of Note 47). As a res. *
of this review, it was determined that 83 cable tray inspecticn
reports (Note: each report can address 1 or more sections of cat'e
tray) had been prepared for Unit 1, and cable tray separation
requirements were not verified (Reference: HECo NCR 975, dates

May 4, 1984), and 41 reports were submitted for Unit 2 (Refere-ce:
HECo NCR 976, dated May 4, 1984). The licensee was informed that
failure to assure that activities affecting Quality are prescribez
in documented instructions or procedures is an item of noncompliance
in accordance with Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B
(50-454/84-27-02; 50-455/84-19-02).
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(Clesad) Noncompliance (50-354 82-17-06, 50-485/82-12-C€): Ouring
a orevious inspection it was identified that the lice~see was not
fcentifying, controlling, and correcting cadble separation wiolatens
insice of pareis, cabinets, motor control centers, switznges~, etc
As part of the corrective action, during the latter part-of 1837 a2
eariy 1582, a concerted effcrt was mace by CECc, WECO ang SE. °

4 O

fce~tif, 211 230'e secaration violations inside of ecuip=e~t RS
TR40°=320C" ~25 CIm0100 870 37p'y2e0 by SAL. The Sorreltli.e 2000
wer s () re’acate/rercute Ore or more of the S357#35 <0 S07felt e
wio'arisa, 3= (2) install fire barriers Det-een the *nuc’ /@2 281 &3
Or (3) rs.te ¢ >f the involved cacle insice & sor3u’t 272t 2.8 °°
fies as 8 f°-e Sareigr; oOr (3) Dased on the ara 85, a:%elt (72
fnisatesd 35 P52 109; ane (5) estadlish @ prigess 2 nfie Il
of future /92781 "5 5o that they could be anal,tel 2372 Ii-relt’ .2
actich sssigces
Buries Srig rezs-siag seried, the Tnapectizes: (1) me.f4stC e
856t 'S 072,815 B3 LS 12 %0 Do Bces.ete; () re. el Lt2
RISt g atrsccor' s (MELY) teraimptis™ pgaest i eileluCe BTS
$Ce 1702 2™t o GC Imscecscr w0 rec.ivas 0. Insaect for 40
fCe~tify seza~av10r violTas 0% Seteten JaTet ~relates 3% neomsafel;
relsiel Sat e 478 eteeen reluclact cables; anc (3) verifiel
FeS =870 2% 0F tA'S Dresin 8y veviening CRCTE se2amRL Lt 3000 T
PESI7SS 3585 a2vg SRT0Q fO0redroel 10 the eo5ires” 37 amp ' TTE
G RiS .4 3207508 B 2 the Carrestive BCYISTS 10 BeLRTL Tic.TTRTLE
BSCRa 42 L8 S BTt This ften fs clised
: (50 fres)ongas o=t aone (82202 £3-37-0%): During ¥ 270v'3e8 2.3
ool T2t I tnEt o0 TEIS VTR 3 QebTYy RERLTETLE T80
@E%ES TS R oMU Ll ALTTLor CertiTigation SrIgmEt LT e
PEL 255.70°%#2 in the SECo Quiifty Assuratce Macual, Or i e Liel
Toz‘ca’ Seziet nor is it persitied by ANSI NS5.2.22-1308, -2 fE
tice of Sun'ity Assurance Progran Augit Personcel for Nutledr Plag-
Pla=i:i " TRis inforsa’ pregrartad been estazlissed within S200 00
ce~ti’, an ingividual as an Inter m Ledd Asitir when Mefs%e 22 °C
meet the qualification requirevents of a leas aucits- as spec'ffed

in ANZT N&5,2.23-1978.

As part of CECo's cerrective action, the Inter.m Lead Auzitcor comizll
was discortinued, the personnel holding Interim Lead Aucitor ce-l'~
fications were de-certified, and records were review~ed to geter~ "2
the nares of persornel that had been certified that gig not mesl t7¢
minimum qualification reguirements. The records review inZizatel
that between 1977 and 1982, eight (8) CECo personne! hag teen Cortis
fied as Inte=im Lead Auditors by the CECo Manager of Qua’'i, Assu™
ance. The audits performed by these 8 pecple were reviewel and
evaluated by qualified (ECo Lead Auditors. With a few excert’'c”s,
the audit reports and the objective evidince and the audit ce‘'cienc,
close outs were in compliance with tre GECo augit program. During &
review of these audit evaluations, the nost significant audit
deficiercies observed by the Repion IJ] inspectors were:

(1) One item on the cherklist hau insufficient objective evidence
for acceptance. This attritute was agdequately covered tn 4
subsequent audit by a different audiior and found acceptadle.

-13
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(2)

have been listed as a ceficiency.
icentified ar3 correctes.

-
-

The corrective action and csrrective a

One item as relating to records storage was marked accepts:’
anc frem the information documented im the report, it show
This item was subseg.e~t’
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o

T=

-

icT te pre.ent recurreni:

Feears tO De adeguate  Th's iten is ¢lesed
(Ceen) Neacc=pliance (80-332/23-35-33). During 8 previous imsse:-
tion, it was identified that <ellem tyre cat'e grics {(uses %2 s.zo:-t
elecirica’ catles in cazle 2an ~ise=s 3¢ in vertiza’ coroois s
were NCL instailed in accorzance «ith the elesiriza’ szecifisitise:
This iten is a's0 fcentifies in 30 CFR 80.3%(e) ressets 488 °8i-12-2:
872 <32 22-13-81. Curing this regeriing pesice, the fe;ies 11l
INSSelilins cZsar.el Unat the imstallaticn of casle gr18s 1 s2fsl e
re'siez rise s RI77, RI2Z, R3IE3, a~d RI%3 were Zeicie~t im 2-z-
the, eanz "Lt s.iiorting the cadles in accsrdance eitn te desfen
5S2ITiCat s Pendirg verification of the licenses § sorrezc s
3TLII7, 1075 Ttet remains scen. This item mas Ses- ASSIS S o065,
1 373 7.5t 22 cicses prisr to fue) loec.
(Closez) Coen Ite= (BI-383/83-02-03; 80-383,/82-02-02). Durirg e
ASL3 Nea-irg for E,r3n Station, Unit 1, the licessee states t-z% t-e
€a27@ z.l1 rezcrts for cacles alress, insialles are being re.ize::
L2 ets.re thal the maximen allceszle casle pulling tersich 3z
Max m.m allcegn’e cac'e siCead’] pressure N3z not bes~ guzesc-:: B
GcZ."e"ted in Inscecticn Reso~t No. B50-833.B3-1F a~g Elesii ii-lT)
th¢ Segicn III TRszector re. eees 9@ 0f°5ite ressess 473 %" iog
GRIeziion (MonSImpTiacse 482 32-03400; S8E 23-07.00, tPess ceiic:
n8°e 052 %0 Be aces.ate. [urisg this resseiing sevizs, tre
Regian 111 inscectirs revieses the e-jineering catc. st %5 &t i°s
e "eer 5 facilities. The ergizearing aralys‘s was ser’c-"¢:
Wt1iiZing one or mcre of the following mettsss
(1) Ca’culaticns for an assumes worst case cenc.it configurat - on
€21taining a werst cable configuration, i.e. ccrouis ro= wit-
four 80° Derds with minimum benc ragics (270° tota! “e-:s
allcwed at Byron Station) and with the maximum cable ce~s s,
Utilizing this methodology, & critical conduit lengi™ was
calculated for each conduit size. Using this informaticn, a
review of the approximate 2600 conduit runs was mace. If tre
actual Tength of the conduit run approached the calculate?
critical lTength, that run was flagged for further ara’',sis per
paragraph (2) below. Worst case accepted, as observes o, tre

inspectors, during this first cut, had a safety factor of

approximately four, i.e.
calculated of approximately 100w,

allowable pulling tensicn 4CC# versus

(2) Calculations for an assumed worst case conduit configuration
(4-30° bends) containing the actual installeo cable configura-

tion,
had a safety factor of approximately

1.1

The worst case accepted, as observed by the inspectors,

Again, questionadble

conduit runs were flagged for analysis per paragraph (3) below

10
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(3) Calculations for ectua) corduit configuration containing the
actual cable configuraticn. Worst case accepied, as chserves
by the insnpectors, had a safety factor of approximately &.7.
Upon coempleticn of this three sted araiysis, three gonduit runs
were questicnadle. They we-e analyzed by Okonite Corpary,
cabie manufacturer, as Zescriter in parazrazn (3) de'cw.

(3) Tre follcw'n; informatisn a3 farasesss %3 Jqsnite %0 2s:¢se
in trefr @.a . 82707 of Cisles insta las in 20 5LiSs CoAeSLi:
CCA-8122 ara [22-5183
Congett size - 91 §°
Cercu’t configuration frem 2550 "t €rda’ "33
Caole configuration fram zatle =u)' cares
Cenzaie COA-2388 = 2 = 1/C=780 MO, 8xv, casles
Corlu®t T0A-8122 anz 6133 ~ 3 = 2,2-780 v, Bdy, ciz'e:
Czz'e ;.0 direzticn
T e A b4 IR}
PE AT DLT CRTE DVt Ling CENEIon fOF tRe sttt rintas ed: Rzt e
qQuesticn for thzse tnves rst3lations ia that the masielm 37'i.in:
tension fer the 2-1,0-750 MIM casle oul) is 120,000% ang 133,002 sz»
the 3-2/C=780 M2 c32e ou'1.  Due to comalit configuratier, Qas~"t@
wds rec.estec 10 terYsom an ate'ysis for possiste cate sizi.s’
resscre violations. Qusaite's letie- of (etazer 11, 1923 irzizs:e
LR8: irey perforvel their 2-27ys518 ard fou-2 ro sice~3’l prass.-e
viciations. It s*c.)d be noted that eazh cacle ma-ufaziucer estise
1is%€s traimaai=_m caz's 5722421 pressirs thas toeie cac'es 33
SESETEE R ati T Wi TL N St T0R 200i3e B3 Ve SorRnToe
VAESTa%Ts%. . Bases on tr3 vei.cltioof Sre.isus inscastiaes atm ol
ME=L3210% revignss durirs this insgessicn. tne nscesiors ~3ve 3
FTE2507320 '@ as3.r2-ce thatl the!2 sa‘et.-relzted z2as'es w P
their .nte~cs. fursiian, This ites is closes

i.

(Close?) Unresolved Iten (52-452,/338-38-0

a pre.ious irszecticn, it was cbserved i -~

standing NCRs that were preraced to docurent possible over tersizing
-

of safety-relatec cadles during initial inst2llation or Curing reaz-«
(pull back). During ihis reporting period, the insgectors revicas=
the disposition and implementaticn of CECo. NCRs FB38, F83%, Fiii,
FEES, anc FB65. The inspectors also reviewed the vack up daza for

these NCRs ai. found it to be adeguate. This item is closez.

J-  (Closed) Noncompliance (5C-4%54/83-09-02; 50-455/82-07-02): During a
Previous inspection it was ideniified that WECo DR 2382 was inaze-
Quately dispositioned, res.iting ‘n 12 cables being installeg whos
Quality was inceterminate. Subsecuari to the inspectors fincings,
HECo prepared NCR 841 to document the overstressed rables. During
this inspection, the inspectors veriiied that the cables had heen
replaced, and acticn to provent recurrence had been impiementes.
This item is closed.
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Licensee Action on 10 (R £0.55(e) Rencrts

(Cleses) 10 2FR 50 55(e) Repors (883.82-07-%F ang 455/82-07-EE): Dire:
Current (CC) control pewer cable failures Seve-al single cbrductor A
#2 DT centre) pewer ca2les, which run from the auxiliary builging <o ¢
essential ser.ice #a%e- cocling t:eer in an enSemground duct, have ¢
i -he Taficure: oczured after Sh¢ 222'us nac Seen teste:

i T2 ‘astestars re.i H

. L
- - o
870 i b Ui
-

R

e

-

m 3

n
L

i w

L e

“e ligensee's actics 2~ o=

.- . -

e
arz SRS 4

s 5888 ¢ oo
*am
23

Wi t,

3 in Unit ] ee”e resaces o, - si-
N .

4 de o=l TE‘::*:’.'-? J

L]

[

L

SD7eTs erIIuntered with cerouctar St splices a: o%
$, the inszectors queried the licensee as 1o en3: a- 3
" Cr were planned to verify the acceptadility of the d.i:

he Byren Station. The inspezisrs were infor-es to3t e L4

“

hac been ¢
splices at
initiated a review oOf apo-oximately 11,000 cable termination reporss anz
icentifiez 546 of these reserss that docimented the installaticn of tust
splices. Between March 13-16, 1982, CECo QA and HECo QC rancemly checxez
221 safety-related and 78 non-safety-relatec conductor butt splices.
Folloming are the results of the checks mace on the 221 safety-re'z%s:z
butt splices as documented in CECo QA Surveillance Report 8233, dat:ac
March 27, 1%:4:

A 27 splices were not inspected because they were covered with tia;e or
heat shrink material.

: 194 splices were visually inspected and 72 were "tug-tested".

p 1 butt splice failed the tug-test and was replaced.

g 16 splices were identified as defective and replaced. rfailure
attributes were not provided.

: A1l 184 butt splices were installed with the proper crimping tool.

12
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CECo NCR FB3S, dated Apri) 5, 1982, was prepared to document that the
conducicr insuiation on cables provides by Okonite Company would mot fit
inside the insulation barrel of Amp butt splice conmectars. This NI has
beern foraarded %o C:ls Project Enginesring Decarime~t (off-site) fcr
resolution. As of May 3, 1963, a resaluticr/cisposition had not See-
receivec on-site

To uncersta~d A~y the €o~ductor Buts splices ae-2 reiested, ¢ Esestaes
requestiel the azTiicadie inssection crecalists. terminasicn ressrts far
revies. The inscezisss resieved the follcwi-g Cacle In~szesticn Ter= -z-
tion Rexorts (CIT3) ar: fguipment Mogificatice Inspeztic~ Reg.esss [Ivi3)
Rescrt No Catie 3. N2 Qgiezts Re=zrv3
CIRT 12213 254213 ! Buss Splice Res'aze:
CiTR 12110 18-0:3 2 Buzs Spiice Reciaces
CITR 12119 13=232 1 Bt Splice Rec"aces
€173 12123 18-023 3 Buts Scice R 3ze”
£i7% 121a% il S 2 9.2 Solice R[weclaceE:
Cliv 12122 atnl 2 2 Bu.: §91ize Renaze:
CI7] 312131 18-2%: 2 Buss Sclice Res'ace:
CaiR 12358 18-232 1 8.2: Solice Senlace:
Ci'R 312:.22 18-222 3 2.2 solice Res'ace:
EV.R 85320 ibsiés ) Cut insglasior Seteés
g.tt Splice and ter~ -2
1ug-"es izl
E¥_. 2 §3E8 150233 s Cos ins lasizmergra g2
a8 FRnTR TS TR 3
bt 3 5 Erive ¢ Lo g
reslzazes
182247 3 ot insylaticr-ren 2222
L jopt £~ 1 Exposed cozper at sp'ice
replaces
IRCI?S 1 Exzosed cooer a2 S:ice-
replaces
106157 1 utt splice replaced
105158 1 Cut insylation-resa rez
with shrink-fit mate~‘a3’
1CG1s3 o | Butt splice replacec

27 Total

From the above information, it would appear that an acdition ten bu
splices were rejected and repaired during the repair of the 17 re'e
by CECo QA. Utilizing this latest information, it would appear that
reject rate 27/194 is 13.9%. During interviews with the CECo and =ilc
personnel involvod in this reinspection effort, the inspectors were
informed that the largest number of rejected butt splices were beca.se
the conductor (copper) wa: not visible at the connector crimp.

The inspectors also performed a general review of the 646 CITRs icent:fiez
by the licensee that doucmented butt splices. It was ovserved that a
large percentage of these splices were associated with the termination of
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metal shielding braid or tace-shield on control or instrume~t catles as
acdressed in S&L Starcarg £A-215. The inspectors made a detailes revica
of 34 of these CITRs. Follcwing are the res.'ts of this review

CITR No. Cable No. No. of Splices Re=3z-ks
119 1M8523 1
1832 1AFLEL 1
1154 1AF 180 ]
11820 l1AF178 1
11822 IAF17) 1
31835 1VAZE] 1 REZIaCe2- 240582 C3~2.2tsr
fnscissier

11233 1vaszia 1

11613 18C233 1

11506 IVES2D P Replacec-ca~2ze: conoaitsr
insslaticn

31805 1CVEas 2 Replaces=Za~ege: 2orcocise
insclatien

11302 107231 2 Replaces-2a~aze2 ca~c.22:e
ingslaticn

11881 1€52258 2

11882 15:323 1 Reovazed buss solice

11823 157523 y Re:-'aced but: s3'ice

128538 ivas33 : Resiaczes tust s2ize

11857 3¥Rl2 1 Ren'ace? sutt sptize

10823 b Logeg 1 Snield Sraid satice

IC2:7 18 iy 1 $higls wire 327 ‘2o

b L IN=22Z3 i $nigi2 ofre 52" 22

£237 1v~zl3 1

£oi3 IVA7 27 1

78:: 1VA7ZS 1

7523 VAT 1

75¢3 1vazly 1

§3:s IN=z213 1 In process inscection

§550 1CC010 1

§35353 1CCO01 1 In process inspection

5534 1Fm218 3

5528 1RC32S 1 In process inspecticn

5527 1INR1D2 1 In process inscection

5526 IRC336 1 In process inspection

5272 1FwW221 5

4561 IMS308 4

4351 1FW055 1 Crimp too) not calibrates-

replaced butt splice.

Dates of these inspections ranged from March 3, 1982 thry February 25,
1984. It was observed that all of the inspection reports randomally
selected were for Byron Station Unit 1. In the 34 reports reviewed, it
appeared that there were five defective butt splices and six examples of
damaged/cut conductor insultation identified.
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To determine if al) QC termination inspectors were documenting butt
splices on CIRTs, the CiCo Electric] Field Engineer interviewed the Wil
Electrical CC terminaticn inspeztors and determines that only apsroxi-
Mately 505 of those interuiemed documented their inssection of bucs
splices. In view of tre informaticn obtainec by CECo guring the:
of potential Butt splize srznlems at the Bys-on Statien (i.e., 13

1,

3
m
-
m
]

o?

-

reject rate), the Rez:~ 111 inspecior espressed his cencesn a3

LI

) v o* O oy
o

A
CECo faiied t5 i-rle=e-: 3 100% reinsgection/ingcestion of condle 0
Splices. As 3 res_it of the imszectsr's corcern, (250, By=3n 3tarics,
proviced a ve-zal nctifizat:eon to Regicn 111 of & pete-tiai 13 CF
30.55(e) rezort on Vay 10, 1823, relative 10 elecs=ica) comz.cioe s.it
$Difces. As 3 result of te'snrcre Conversaticns tetacen M-, R. Tiet.:-
(CECo 3yrcn 5:aff) ard v-. €. C. “illiams (Region IiI} on ™3y 10 3¢ 11,
1382, CiZCc ce.2'zred an ‘nscecticn plan for tre reinscezticn of elzzte Cz
Corc.cior Suit sclices at tre E.ron Station, Units 1 a~z 2. This irssec-
Lion dien §s Zcc.mentes in “r. . Farrsr (CElo Dirazter of Nuzlear
Licemsi~3g) "e%ier %0 ™r. Jz=2: 5. Ker='er (MRS Reg onat Acministeazcor),
catez May 17, 1¢:3
Resise 131 Nas 35595943 27 Io32e2iir 13 "IRitse the CarpLttir S.tt saiss
FEINSZestics proc-em.  Uzis gr=a'er-ae of the reingsesiicn sroseg-
SERETALE TRESECTICS retimty (B1-382.82-20 geo £0-38F 22542%) Wil Se
185.@2 20 CSoC.ment tre firciezs a%2 coerest w2 scticm tes-

5 Exit Irte~yipu

The inszectses et with the lize-see rescese=sative; (de~ctes in
PRragrazh 1) 8t trhe Si-oilsii~ of tee zeegite 2ertize of the inssestice
on Mgy 3, 1822, g-~2 ofscuzses t%e g22ce 272 cavcer~s of $his 1msdest’ i
AS states inm pacaz-32% 3 2 tnis reszrs, Regicn ]Il perscn=el giss.siez
tne cence=ns of this irszecztics wita Mr. R. Tuetxen on May 1J arz Ll
1583 by telec-zme. On May 25, 1832, ¥r. R. Lo.e telephonically pre-
sentec the fincings of this inszection to Mr. R. B. Klingler (CIi: 3,29
Station sta®f). The licensee ackmowlecged this in‘crmation.




