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PROCEEDTINGS (Continued)

(At the request of the Chairman, this beagins

Voluce II of the proceedings held Friday, July 27, 1984)

MS. GIBB{: At this time, Commonwealth Edison

Company wculd like to present Mr. Bender and Mr. Treece

as witnesses. They will testify as a panel on the subiect

of possible

Wnereupon,

were called
having been

as follows:

Q

cable overtensioring.

Would you swear the witnesses, please.

JAMES OWEN BINDER
BOBBY G. TREECE

as witnesses on behalf of the Applicant and,

first duly sworn, were examined and testified

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MS. GIBBS:

Mr. Binder, would you state your full name

for the record, please?

A

» O P O

Byron site.

Q

(Witness Binder) James Owen Binder.
By whom are you employed?
Commonwealth Edison.

What is youyr position?

I am a Project Electrical Supervisor at the

Do you have in front of you a document entitled




. mgc20~5 ' "Summary of Direct Testimcny of James O. Binder"?
2 A Yes, I have.
3 Q "Issues V and VI, Cable Cvertensioning, as

Limited by the Licensing Board's Order of June 8, 1984,"

together with a document entitled "Direct Testimony of

James O. Binder on Issues V and VI, Cable Cvertensioning,
4 Limited by the Licensing Board's Order of June 8, 1984,"
8 together with certain attachments?
¢ A Yes, ma'am, I do.
19 Q Are there any changes or corrections that you
ke would like to make to this testimony?
12 A No. I have no changes, no corrections.

. 13 0 Did you prepare this testimony? |
i A Yes, with the advice of counsel, I prepared '
g this direct testimony. ;
e 0 Is the testimony you have before you true and '
4 correct to the pest of your knowledce and belief?

e A Yes, ma'am, it is.

g MS. GIBBS: Judge Smith, at this time, I would
- like to give a copy of Mr. Binder's testimony, with

& attachments, to the reporter and ask that it be admitted
2 intc evidence and incorporated into the record as if read.
3 MR. LEWIS: Your Fonor, I don't know whether
o this is just a problem with the cooy the Staff has, but

25

the first page of the testimony itself of Mr. Binder was
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missing in the copy that the Staff received. 1It's the
page, I believe, that has just preliminary questions
regarding qualifications. I don't know if that problem is ==
MS. GIBBS: Judae Smith, I have an extra
copy. I'll be glad to give it to counsel for the NRC.
MS. JUDSON: Also true of our copy, I believe.
JUDGE SHITH: Let's go off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
JUDGE SMITH: All right. The testimony is
received.
(The prepared testimony of Mr. James Owen Binder

follows.)




In the Mattar of
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

(Bryon Nuclear Power Station,

I.

II.
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Commonwealth Edison Company
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. STN 50-454 OL
STN 50-455 OL

N S St St St

Units 1 and 2)

SUMMARY OF DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
JAMES O. BINDER ON ISSUES 5 AND 6
(CABLE OVERTENSIONING) , AS LIMITED BY
THE LICENSING BOARD'S ORDER OF
JUNE 8, 1984

Jam2s O. Binder of Commonwealth Edison Company is the
Project Electrical Supervisor at Byron Station.
Cable overtensioning concerns the amount of tension
which is applied to electrical cable when it is pulled
through conduit. If the appiied pulling tension causes
certain criteria, established by the cable manufac-
turer, to be exceeded, a cable could be rendered unable
to perform its intended function.
The NRC has identified two items of noncompliance and
two other items with respect to potential cable over-
tensioning, all of which have been satisfactorily
resolved by Commonwealth Edison.
A, The NRC identified as an unresolved item the
fact that Hatfield Electric Company, which is
responsible for cable installation at Byron

Station, used an installation procedure whiczh
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did not address how it would be verified that the
allowable cable pulling tension had not been
exceeded when esmall cables or instrument cables
were pulled.

This item was resolved by revising the cable
pulling procedure to addresc the required pre-
cautions to be taken when small cables or in-
strument cables are pulled.

The first item of noncompliance identified

that the Hatfiei 1 Electric installation

procedure did not address the requirements to
calculate clectrical cable sidewall pressure and
did not provide instructions regarding electrical
cable rework.

This item of roncompliance was resolved by re-
vising the Hatfield Electric cable installation
procedure to address the subjects identified hy
the NRC. 1In addition, Sargent & Lundy performed
an analysis of all safety-related cables installed
in conduit prior to the implementation of the
revised procedure to determine their accept-
ability. All of these cauvles were found to be
acceptable, i.e., they would perform their in-
tended functions.

As part of an investigation cof allegations con-

cerning Hatfield Electric, the NRC ‘entified as
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an open item the Commonwealth Edison Noncenform-
ance Reports (NCRs) which had been written con-
cerning potential cable overtensioning.

F. This open item was resolved by the analysis men-
tioned in II. D., above, and by the satisfactory
disposit.oning of the Commonwealth Edison NCRs
pertaining to potertial cable overtensioning.

C. The second item of noncompliance identified that
one Hatfield Electric Discrepancy Report (DR),
which had been written concerning potential cable
overtensioning, had received an inadequate res-
ponse. This had resulted in 12 safety-related
cables whose quality was indcterminate, in that
one more of those cables had been overtensioned
during the attempted pull-back of another cable.

H. That item of noncompliance was resolved by re-
placing all 13 safety-related cables involved, by
reviewi.g all Hatfield Electric DRs for cables
whick had been pulled out of conduit, and by
taking steps to prevent the recurrence of this

type of incident.

Based upon (1) the review of safety-related cables
installed in conduit prior to the implementation of the
revised cable pulling procedure in December, 1982, and

(2) the revised cable pulling procedure used by Hatfield
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Electric since December, 1982, all of the safety-
related cables installed in conduit at Byron Station
are acceptable. Their ability to perform their in-
tended functions has not been impaired by overten-

sioning.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. STN 50-454 OL
STN S0-455 OL

In the Matter of
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

(Bryon Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 and 2)

DIRECT TE:<" ""NY OF
JAMES O. LINDER ON
ISSUES 5 AND 6 (CABLE
OVERTENSIONING) , AS LIMITED BY
THE LICENSING BOARD'S ORDER
OF JUNE 8, 1984

Q-1. Please state your name.

A-1l. James O. Binder.

Q-2. What is your residence address?
A-2. My residence address is Rural Route 3, 13 Oak Grove

Drive, Hampshire, Illinois 5C149.

Q-3. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
A-3. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company as Project

Electrical Supervisor at Byron Station.

Q-4. llease describe your educational background.

A-4. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in electrical
engineering from the University of Illinois in June,
1974. 1I received a Master of Business Administration

degree from the Keller Graduate School of Management in



Q-5.
A-s.

A-6.

-

February, 1984. I am licensed as a professional

engineer in the State of Illinois.

Please describe your employment experience.

I have worked for Commonwealth Edison Company since
June, 1974. My first position was as a Field Engineer
in the Division Operational Analysis Department. 1In
October, 1978, I was assigned to work at the Byron
Station, and I have worked there continuously to this
date. My first position at Byron Station was as a
General Engineer in the System Operational Analysis
Department; I was subsequently promoted to Principal
Engineer. 1In December, 1980, I transferred to the
Project Construction Department. I became Project
Electrical Supervisor in June, 1981, and still hold

that positicn today.

Please describe your duties as Project Electrical
Supervisor at Byron Station.

My duties include managing the activities associated
with the electrical construction of the Byron Station,
including supervision of the Project Costruction elec-
trical department on site and contract administration
concerning the electrical contractor, Hatfield Elec-

tric Company.
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Please describe the scope of your testimony.

My testimony 1is in response to Issues 5 and 6, relating
to potential cable overtensioning, or overstressing, at
Byron Station, as those issues have been limited by the
Licensing Board's Order of June 8, 1984. My testimony
describes the history of the question of cable over-
tensioning at Byron Station and sets forth the response
which Cummonwealth Ecison has made to certain items of
noncompliance and open items concerning this matter
which the NRC identified during various inspections.
The attachments to my testimony consist of certain NRC
inspection reports and certain other documents which
pertain to this matter. I am familiar with the con-
tents of all of these attachments to the extent that

they pertain to the cable overtensioning matter.

Please describe the concept of cable overtensioning.
The concept of cable overtensioning concerns the amount
of tension which is applied to electrical cable when it
is pulled through conduit. When cable is installed in
conduit it is pulled, either by hand or by machine, and
a certain amount of tension is exerted on the cable in
the process. Cable tension criteria have been estab-
lished to gire reascnable assurance that the cable's
published rating will not be impaired during installa-

tion. These criteric address both maximum allowable
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. tensile strength and maximum allowable sidewall pres-

sure. If the maximum allowable tensile strength of the
cable were exceeded, thinning of the conductor(s) or
breakage could coccur. If the applied pulling tension
caused the maximum allowable sidewall pressure to be

exceeded, the insulation surrounding the conductor(s)

could be damaged. Either of these events could render

a cable unable to perform its intended function.

Q-9. Who establishes the criteria defining maximum allowable
cable pulling tension for a cable?
A-9. The cable manufacturers establish these criteria for

their cables.

’ Q-10. Who is responsible for cable ins+tallation at Byron
Station:
A-10. The electrical contractor, Hatfield Electric Company,

is responsible for cable installatior at Byron Station.

Q-11. How does the electrical contractor know the amount cf
tension which is exerted on a cable during a cable
pull?

A-11l. The electrical contractor monitors the tension exerted
on a cable during a cable pull using an instrument known as

a dynamometer.
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Q-12. How are instructions given to the electrical con-
tractor regarding the allowable cable pulling tensions
for cables installed in conduit?

A-12. The architect-engineer, Sargent & Lundy, utilizing
cable pulling information supplied by each cable manu-
facturer, determines the allowable pulling tensions for
each cable type. This information appears on the
installation drawings issued to the contractor by
Sargent & Lundy. 1In addition, the contractor has
developed a procedure, accepted by the architect-
engineer, which describes the steps to be taken re-
garding the calculation, monitoring and recording of

cable tensions for cable installation.

Q-13. Please describe how the gquestion of possible cable
overtensioning first arose.

A-13. During an inspection conducted in September, 1981, the
NRC inspector observed that the Hatfield Electric
procedure governing class lE cable installation did not
address how it would be verified that the allowable
cable pulling tension had not been exceeded when small
cables or instrument cables were pulled. See Attach-

ment A (Inspection Report 50-454/81-16; 50-455/81-12)

at pages A-7 to A-8.
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. Q-14. What action was taken in response to this observation?
A-14. In response to this observation, the Hatfield Electric
cable pulling procedure was revised to address the
required precautions to be taken when small cables or
instrument cables are pulled. See Attachment B (In-

spection Report 50-454/83-16) at page B-6.

Q-15. Please describe the next event which occurred concern-
ing possible cable overtensioning.

A-15. An item of noncompliance (82-05-09c, 82-04-09c)
related to the subject of cable overtensioning was
identified during the NRC construction team inspection .
conducted at Byron Station in the Spring of 1982. This

. inspection fouid that Hatfield Electric's cable in-
stallation procedure did not address the requirements
to calculate electrical cable sidewall pressure prior
to pulling cahle and did not provide instructions
regarding electrical cable rework. See Attachment C
(Inspection Report 50-454/82-05; 50-455/82-04) at pages

C-70 to C-71.

Q-16. Please describe how this item of noncompliance was
resolved.

A-16. The resolution of this item involved two phases.
First, the Hatfield Electric procedure regarding cable

installation was revised to address both the calcu-



o eocEreese e

»Th

. lation of the allowable pulling tension considering
sidewall pressure limitations and instructions re-
garding electrical cable rework. As explained in a
letter from Commonwealth Edison to the NRC dated
November 5, 1982 (Attachment D), Sargent & Lundy
specified allowable pulling tensions for cable in
conduit which considered both the tensile strength of
the conductors and the allowable sidewall pressure.
Methods were also established to determine the allow-
able pulling tension for multiple cable pulls in con=-
duit and for cable pulls in conduit with non-standard
radius bends. In addition, the Hatfield Electric
procedure was revised to implement these instructions

. for new cable installation as well as for cable rework.
This revision also required inspectors to monitor (with
a dynamometer) and record the maximum tension reached
during all cable pulls. The revised procedure was
implemented in December, 1982. See Attachment D at
Pages D-2 to D-3. The NRC fcrund the revised procedure
to be satisfactory and closed this portion of the item
of noncompliance in its May, 1983 Inspection Report.

See Attachment B at page B-6.

Q-17. Please describe the second phase of the resolution of

this item of noncompliance.
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‘ A-17. As stated above, the revised Hatfield Electric pro-
cedure regarding cable pulling was implemented in
December, 1982. 1In order to verify that the sidewall
pressure was not exceeded for cables installed prior to
the date of the revised procedure, Commonwealth Edison
commitied to review the cable pull reports for pre-
viously installed cables against the current criteria.
If it were found that the allowable sidewall pressure
had been exceeded, the Company committed to take appro-
priate corrective action with the advice of the cable
manufacturer. These actions would ensure that all
cables, regardless of when they were installed, would
perform their intended functions. See Attachment D at

. page D-3. This review was carried out by Sargent &
Lundy, which performed an analysis of all safety-
related cables installed in conduit prior to December,
1982. The scope of that analysis, the methodology
used, the results of the analysis and the conclusions
drawn from it are set forth in detail in the testimony
of Bobby G. Treece of Sargent & Lundy. Based upon that
analysis, it was concluded that all of the safety-
related cables installed in conduit prior to the im-
plementation of the revised criteria in December, 1982,
were acceptable. The NRC inspectors reviewed Sargent &

Lundy's analysis and concluded that there was a reason-

able assurance that the safety-related cables that were
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. the subject of the analysis would perform their in-
tended functions. See Attachment E (Inspection Report

50-454/84-27; 50-455/84-19) at pages E-14 to E-15,.

Q-18. Please describe the next event relating to the possible
overtensioning of cables.

A-18. As a result of ( _legations concerning the construction
activities of the Hatfield Electric Company, the NRC
conducted a special inspection between August 2, 1983,
and January 18, 1984. One allegation which was in-
vestigated asserted that cables had been overstressed
when pulled, even to the point of breaking the cable.
The results of the NRC's investigation are set forth in

\ . Inspection Report 50-454/84-02; 50-455/84-02, which is
Attachment F to my testimony. The NRC interviews
related to that allegation revealed that individuals
knew of only one instance where a cable had been
overstressed tc the breaking point; the persons in-
terviewed stated that that cable had been replaced and
the occurrence had been documented. The inspectors
also reviewed the Commonwealth Edison Nonconformance
keport (NCR) log and found that at least 25 NCRs con-
cerning potential overtensionino of cables had been
written. The NRC determined that the allegation con-
stituted an vpen item (84-02-03) pending the verifi-

cation of corrective acticn cn: 1) cables installed

®
R
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prior to the implementation of the rcvised cable
pulling procedure in December, 1982, and 2) cables
identified on NCRs and Discrepancy Reports (DRs) as
potentially overtensioned. See Attachment F at page

r-17.

Q-19. Please describe the steps which were taken to close

this item.

A-19. My Answer number 17, above, describes the analysis

which was undertaken by Sargent & Lundy in order to
assuvre that cables installed prior to the implemen-
tation of the revised pulling procedure would perform
their intended functions. That analysis was reviewed
and accepted by the NRC, and that part of the item was
closed, in Inspection Report 50-454/84-27; 50-455/84-19.
See Attachment E at pages E-14 to E-15.

In order to close the remaining portion of this
item, the NRC inspector reviewed the Commonwealth
Edison NCRs which documented potential cable over-
tensicning. This review is documented in Inspection
Report 50-454/84-05, which is Attachment G to my
testimcny. There were a total of 19 NCRs on this
subject written by Commonwealth Edison. The NRC
inspector also reviewed NCRs prepared by Hatfield
Electric regarding the potential overtensioning of

electrical cables. See Attachment G at pages G-6 to
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G-12. Because certain of the Commonwealth Edison NCRs
were not yet closed as of the date of that inspection,
this item was considered unresolved (84-09-01). During
the inspection referenced in 50-454/84-27; 50-455/84-19
(Attachment E), the inspectors reviewed the dispositions
of the remaining Commonwealth Edison NCRs pertaining to
potential cable overtensioning and found them to be
accesptakle. The NRC then closed this item. See

Attachment E at page E-15.

Q-20. Please describe the disposition of these Commonwealth

Edison NCRs pertainir. to potential cable overtensioning.

A-20. Many of the cables were found to be acceptable as

installed. Some of these were determined to be accept~-
able by an analysis performed by Sargen: & Lundy, some
were determined to be acceptable by an analysis per-
formed by the cable manufacturer, and some were deter-
mined to be acceptable by testing, as recommended by
the cable manufacturer. For the remaining cables, it
was determined that the maximum allowable pulling
tension had in fact been exceeded and the cables were

therefore unacceptable.

Q-21. What was the engireer.ng disposition of the cables

which were determined to be unacceptable?

A-21. The engineering disposition was to replace the cables.
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0-<c2. Were those cables replaced?

A-22. Yes,.

Q-23. Lid the NRC identify an item of noncompliance in
regard to cable overtensioning during the inspection
documented in Inspection Report 50-454/84-09; 50-455/84-07
(*ttachment G)?

A-23. Yes. An item of noncompliance is described at pages

G-12 to G-12 of that Inspection Report.

Q-24. Please describe this item of noncompliance.

A-24. During a review of 1000 discrepancy reports prej red
by Hatfield Electric, the NRC inspector identified one
report, DR 3382, which, after interviewing the Hatfield
Electric cakle pulling and QC personnel involved, was
determined to have been inadequately dispositioned. DR
3382 is Attachment H to my testimony. The DR had been
prepared to document the fact that, while at.empting to
remove a cable from a conduit which contained other
cables, the remaining 12 cables were subjected to 500
pounds total tension. As the distribution of the 500
pounds of tension among the 12 remaining cables could
not be verified, one or more of the cables may have
been subjected to the total 500 pounds of tension
exerted during the pull, and therefore been overten-
sioned. Because the Hatfield Electric QC inspector's

written description of the problem was unclear in that
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it failed to specifically state that only one of the 13
cables was being pulled on, the Hatfield Electric
engineer who evaluated the PR mistakenly assumed that
the 500 pounds of tension had been applied to all 13
cables in the conduit. The engineer then calculated
the allowable pulling tension for the 12 remaining
cables to be 557 pounds. Because the 500 pounds of
tension which had been applied during the pull was less
than the 557 pounds of allowable tension which had been
calculated, the engineer concluded that the 12 re-
maining cables were acceptable as installed. The DR
was returned to QC and was closed based on the engi-
neer's response that the cables had not been over-
tensioned. The NRC inspector concluded that the failure
to provide an acdequate response to DR 3382 had resulted
in 12 safety-related cables whose quality was indeter-
minate, in that one or more of those cables was over-
stressed during the attempted pull-back of another
cable. This was identified as item of noncompliance

84-09-02.

Q-25. Did you review the circumstances surrounding DR 3382

to determine the cause of the inadequate disposition?

A-25. Yes.

Q-26. PLease describe the results of your review.
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A-26. After discussions with the NRC inspector and the
Hatfield Electric engineer who evaluated the DR, I
concluded that DR 3382 had been inadequately disposi-
tioned for the following reasons:

1) The QC inspector who wrote the DR failed to pro-
vide an accurate written description of the problem;

2) Due to the inaccurate description, the engineer's
evaluation did not address the actual problem;

3) The verification of the resolution of DR 3382 was
not completed by the same QC inspector who had witnessed the
problem and written the DR. This QC Inspector determined
that the engineering resolution adequately addressed the -

problem as described. The DR was therefore closed.

Q-27. Was there any evidence that the cable overtensioning
which occurred was not properly reported in accordance with
written procedures?

A-27. No. The proper reporting procedures were followed.
It was due to an inaccurate description of the problem

on the DR that inadequate corrective action was taken.

Q-28. Please describe the resolution of item of noncompli=-
ance 84-09-02.

A-28. The resolution of this item of noncompliance comprised
three parts. First, Hatfield Electric prepared NCR 841
to document the potentiaily overtensioned cables identified

in item of noncompliance 64-09-02. I dispositioned
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this NCR by requiring that all 13 cables be replaced.
This action was taken. Second, Hatfield Electric DRs
for all other cables which were pulled out of zonduit
were reviewed to confirm that the inaccurate descrip-
tion associated with DR 3382 wes an isolated incident.
See Attachment I (Letter from Commonwealth Edison to
the NRC dated April 25, 1984, enclosing Response to
Notice of Violation). Third, Commonwealth Edison took
steps to prevent recurrence of this type of incident,
as outlined in my February 2, 1984 letter to Hatfield
Electric (Attachment J to my testimony). This letter
sets forth the criteria for determining the allowable
pulling tension when cable is to be pulled out of
conduit. The use of these criteria will assure that
any cables remaining in a conduit will not be over-
tensioned when a cable or cables are pulled out. This
letter also re-emphasizes that cables should never be
pulled unless the cable pulling crew and the QC per-
sonnel know what the allowable pulling tension is for
the cable pull to be performed. Finally, this letter
stresses that when a problem is identified, it is
important that the deficiency be clearly described so
that it can be properly evaluated and dispositioned.
See Attachment J at page J-2. The NRC accepted the
Company's resolution of this matter and close? this
item in Inspection Report 50-454/84-27, 50-455/84-19.

See Attachment E at page E-15.
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Q-29. What is your opinion of the condition of the safety-

related cables installed in conduit at Byron Station

with respect to potential cable overtensioning?

A-29. In my opinion, the safety-related cables installed in

conduit at Byron Station are acceptable. Their ability
to perform their intended functions has not been im-

paired by overtensioning.

Q-30. Please describe the basis for that opinion.

A-30. For all safety-related cables installed in conduit

before December, 1352, my opinion is substantiated by
the analysis which was performed by Sargent & Lundy.
This analysis is described in Answer 17, above, and in
the testimony of M:. Treece of Sargent & Lundy. For
all safety-related cables installed after December,
1982, my opinion is based upon the revised cable
pulling procedure used by Hatfield Electri-~. I believe
that that procedure adequately addresses cakble in-
stallation activities with respect to cable pulling
tensions. Finally, I believe that all Commonwealth
Edison NCRs and all Hatfield Electric DRs and NCRs
which have been written addressing potential cable
overtensioning problems haves been properly reviewed and

dispositioned.
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UNITED STATES Attachment A
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 111
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN. ILLINOIS 60137

oc: 2% Mot

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

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love
of this office on September 22-25, 1981, of activities at Byron Generating

Station, Units 1 and 2, authorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-130
and No. CPPR-131 and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. R. Tuetken,

Assistant Project Superintendent at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during

the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and in-

terviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to_be in non-
Sompliance with NRC requirements, as specified in enclosed Appendix A. A
written response, submitted under oath or affirmation, is required.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy

of this letter, the erclosures, and your response to this letter will be
placed in the NRC's Public Document Room. If the enclosures contain any
information that vou or your contractors believe to be exempt from dis-
closure under 10 CFR 9.5(a)(4), it is necessary that you (a) notify this
office by telephone within seven (7) days from the date of this letter of
your intention to file a request for withholding; and (b) submit within
twenty-five (25) days from the date of this letter a written application
to this office to withhold such information. Section 2.790(b)(1) requires
that any such applicaticn must be accompanied by an affidavit executed by
the owner of the information which identifies the document or part sought
to be withheld, and which contains a full statement of the reasons which
are the bases for the claim that the information should be withheld from
public disclosure. This section further requires the statement to address
with specificity the considerations listed in 10 CFR 2.790(b)(4). The
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informaticn sought to be withheld shall be incorporated as far as possible
into a separate part of the affidavit. If we do not hear from you in this
regard within the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter,
the enclosures, and your response to this letter will be placed in the
Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

C. E. Norelius, Director

Division of Engineering and
Technical Inspection

Enclosures:

1. Appendix A, Notice
of Violation

2. 1IE Inspection Reports
No. 50-454/81-16 and
No. 50-455/81-12

¢c w/encls:
Louis C. DelGeorge
Director of Nuclear
Licensing
Gunner Sorensen, Site
Froject Superintendent
V. I. Schlosser,
Project Manager
R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent
DMB/Document Contorl Desk (RIDS)
Mary Jo Murray, Office of
Assistant Attorney General
Hdyron M. Cherry
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Appendix A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

As a result of the inspection conducted on September 22-25, 1981, and in
accordance with the Interim Enforcement Policy, 45 FR 66754 (October 7,
1980), the following violation was identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterionm XVI, states in part, "Measures shall be
established to assure that conditions adverse to quality...are promptly
identified and corrected."

Commonwealth Edison Company Topical Report No. CE 1-A, Revision 9,

Section 16, states in part, "A corrective action system will be used to
assure that such items...vhich are adverse to quality and might affect the
safe operation of a nuclear generating station are promptly identified and
corrected." .

Contrary to the above, the licensee had not taken the necessary actions to
assure that an identified item of noncompliance, concerning the separation
criteria beiween safety-related and non-safety-related cables, was promptly
corrected. This is exemplified by the fact that the appropriate Hatfield
procedure addressed in the licensee's correspondence, was not being imple~
mented as of September 24, 1981. The licensee committed to have the
procedure implemented by June 1, 1981. (Reference CECo letter dated May 7,
1981, from Cordell Reed to James G. Keppler.)

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplencut II).

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 statement
or explanation in reply, including for each item of noncompliance: (1) cor-
rective action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective action to be
taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date when full compliance
will be achieved. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, this response shall be submicted under oath or
affirmation. Consideration may be given to extending your response time

for good cause shown.

g,: e ', i I |
Dated C. E. Norelius, Director

Division of Engineering and
Technical Inspection




U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Reports No. 50-454/81-16; 50-455/81-12
Docket Nos. 50-454; 50-455 Licenses No. CPPR-130; CPPR-131
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Bex 767
Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Byron Generating Station, Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Byron Site, Byron, IL

Inspection Conducted: September 22-25, 1981

Inspector: 1(&‘"11%:&“ |O(g|¢a;

Approved By: 3(% Hawkins, Actiug Chief ‘QH‘&'-

Plant Systems Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on September 22-25, 1981 (Reports No. 50-454/81-16; 50-455/81-12)

Areas Inspected: Follow-up on previocusly identified inspection findings;
review of electrical procedures and records. This inspection involved a
total of 30 inspector-hours onsite by one NRC inspector.

Results: Of the areas inspected, one apparent item of noncompliance

was identified (Criterion XVI - failure to promptly identify and

correct items of nonconformance - Paragraph 2.a).




DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company

G. Sorensen, Project Superintendent
*J. 0. Binder, Project Electrical Jupervisor
*R. B. Klingler, Quality Assurance Supervisor
*M. A. Standish, Quality Assurance Superintendent
*R. Tuetken, Assistant Project Superintendent

The inspector also contacted and interviewed o.her licensee and contractor
personnel during this reporting period.

*Denotes those present at the exit interview.

1. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Open) Noncompliance (50-454/80-09-01; 50-455/80-08-01): CECO

did not ensure that Sargent and Lundy (S&L) adequately trzanslated
the requirements of the Byron PSAR and S&L Specifications 2831

into S&L Specifications 2815 in that corrosion protection was not -
specified for the exposed carbon steel material and exposed spot
welds used in the installation of seismic Category 1 electrical
cable tray hanger supports. Due to the unavailability of personnel,
the inspector was unable to obtain the answers to the questions
contained in NRC letter to CECO dated August 14, 1981.

(Open) Noncompliance (50-454/80-12-01; 50-455/80-11-01): CECO
did not ensure that Sargent and Lundy adequately translated the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, Criterions IV and V, into
the design of the coocling water piping for Emergency Diesel
Generator 1B in that the cooling water lines for D/G 1B pass
through the room housing Unit 1A. As indicated in NRC letter to
CECO, dated November 18, 1980, this matter has been referred to
our headquarters staff for resolution. We will advise you of
their findings.

(Closed) Noncompliance (50-454/80-15-01; 50-455/81-14-01):
Activities affecting quality were not prescribed by instructions,
procedures, or drawings in that: (1) Requirements were not estab-
lished for the hardware used to assemble the seismic Category 1
battery racks to be capable of withstanding acidic atmosphere;

(2) Documented instructions were not establishea to conduct timely
inspections; (3) Documented instructions were not established to
control instruments which were determined to be defective during
bench testing.

(1) Station Procedure BHS 8.2.3.2.C-1 {125V Battery Bank and
Charger Operability, Revision 0, dated August 1981)
includes an inspection point to verify that the battery
rack and battery rack hardware is free of corrosion.
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(2) Procedure QC-3, Paragraph 9.1, was revised to incorporate
an "Inspection Request" form co ensure timelvy inspection.
Most of the inspection requests were honored the same day
they were prepared.

(3) The licensee has taken and completed action to control (tag)
the defective instruments and revise the procedure.

(Open) Noncompliance (50/454/80-25-09; 50-455/80-23-05): Safety
related cables were bundled with non-safety related cables in the
lower cable spreading room in violation of IEEE 384 and FSAR com-
mitments. Procedure 10, "Class 1E Cable Installation" was revised
to iucorporate & 12" separation requirement. This procedure was
imy emented on September 24, 1981. This item will remain open
until implementation can be verified.

(Open) Noncompliance (50-454/80-25-13): Welds on cable pan bent
plate stiffeners do not conform to Sargent and Lundy (S&L) Standard
STD-EB-701. Pittsburgh Testing Laboratories made sketches of a
pre-determined number of stiffener plate welds, showing weld size,
crac ks, lcck of fusion, craters, undercut, porosity, weld profile
and underrun. This information was forwarded to S&L fer evaluation.
This item will remain open until the results of S&alL's evaluation can
be reviewed. .

(Closed) Unresolved item (50-454/80-25-1%; 50-455/80-23-06): Incom=-
plete/inaccurate documentation received from Okonite Cable Company
for 5KV power cable. The inspector reviewed the documentation for
the subject cable. All required documentation is on-site and the
Quality Assurance Traceability Schematic has been corrected to show
the proper Q7 Length Number.

(Closed) Noncompliance (50-454/80-25-16): The minimum separation
criteria for redundant impulse sensing lines as specified in the
Byron PSAR was not translated into instructions, procedures,
specifications, and drawings. Engineering Change Notice Number
1958, dated January 14, 198!, was issued to .ncorporate separation
criteria and color coding requirements for all instrument sensing
lines into Specifications F-2906 and F/L-2739.

Review of Electrical 7 .cedures and Records

In accordance with Commonwealth Edison's (CECo) commitmen. to the
NRC (Mav 7, 198]) letter from Cordell Reed to James G. Keppler,
Paragraph 2.a), Procedure Number 10, "Class 1E Cable Instal .tion",
Revision 10, Issue 2, was prepared to incorporate the 12 inch
separation reguirement betw-en Class 1E and non-Class 1E cables

in free-air. “ iis procedure was apprcved with comments by Sargent
and Lundy (S&%, of August 7, 7981 and transmitted to Fatfield
Electric by CECo on August 13, 1981.



While attempting to close Noncompliance 50-454/80-25-09;
50-455/80-23-05, which concerns the separaticn of Class 1E and
non-Class 1E cable in free air, it was observed that the separa-
tion problems identified on a previous inspection had been
corrected, but there are still separation problems in the lower
cable spreading room.

During discussions with the Hatfield Quality Assurance Manager
on September 24, 1981 (AM). it was learned that Hatfield chose
not to implement Revision 10, Issue 2 but were implementing
Revision 9, Issue 1, dated February 3, 1981.

The inspector queried the licensee as to when they planned to
honor their commitment of May 7, 1981.

On September 24, 1981 (PM), CECo issued a letter to Hatfield
directing them to implement Procedure Number 10, Class 1E Cable
Installation, Revision 10, Issue 2, dated June 8, 1981 with S&L
comments immediately.

The Region III inspector informed the licensee of the failure to
assure that conditions adverse to quality are promptly identified

and corrected is an item of noncompliance in accordance with

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI as described in Appendix A _
of the report transmittal letter. (50-454/81-16-01; 50-455/81-12-01)

During a tour of the Unit 1 containment, it was observed that the
cable pan markings o>n 1396E-C2E and 1396R-P2E exceeded the 15 frot
maximum spacing requirements of S&L drawing 6E-0-3390, Hattield
Procedure 9E, "Class 1 Cable Pan Identificaticn," Revision 6,
Issue °, dated January 23, 1981 and IEEE 384-1974 as committed to
in Byron FSAR, Paragraph 8.3.1.4.2.1.

During discussions with the Hatfield Quality Assurance Manager on
September 24, 1981, it was learned that Hatfield chose not to
implement Procedure 9L after it had been reviewed and accepted by
S&L on January 26, 1981. The licensee informed the inspector that
Hatfield's failure to implement Procedure 9E had been identified
by CECo during an audit of Hatfield on September 9-10, 1981 and
were awaiting their response. Pending a review of the response

to the subject audit, this matter is unresolved. (50-454/81-16-02;
50-455/81-12-02)

The Region III inspector observed that Hatfield Procedure 10,
Revisien 10, Issue 2 (Class 1E Cable Installatior) did not

address how the licensee was going to verify that the maximun
cable pulling tension had not been exceeded when small cables
anc/or instrumentation cables were pulled. ‘i.e., cables that
have a maxi.um pulling tension that is less tlan the force that
can be exerted on a cable by one person) Tests performed on other
projects indicate this force to be approximately 125 pounds.




Pending a detailed review of cable pulling records to verify
that maximum cable pulling tensions nave aot been exceeded,
this item is unresolved. (50-454/81-16-03; 50-455/81-12-03)

During an inspection of the main control room, it was observed that
the safety related switches, instruments, recorders, etc. were not
distinctively identified as being in the protection system as
required by Paragraph 4.22 of IEEE-279. Pending a review of

the technical specifications, FSAR requirements, etc., this

item is unresolved. (50-454/81-16-04; 50-455/81-12-04)

During an inspection of Unit 1 containment, it was observed that the
horizontal separation between Class 1E and non-Class 1E cable

trays was approximately six inches. Trays involved were

1396E-C2E and 1396CC-C2B and 1396-P2E and 1396B-P2B. Para-

graph 8.3.1.4.2.2 of th2 Byron FSAR discusses minimum raceway
separation criteria for:

(1) Minioum spacing for Engineering Safety Features (ESF)
Divisions and Reactor Trip System (RTS) Channels.

(2) Separation for Non-Safety-Related Cable Traye.

The FSAR does aot discuss the separation requirements for Safety-
Related (ESF & RTS) Cable Trays and Non-Safety-Related Cable Trays.

Sargent and Lundy (S&L) drawings 6E-1-4027A, B, and C, Revision A,
dated May 16, 7977 have interpreted the "Separation Requirements for
Non-Safety-Related Cable Trays" to encompass the separation require-
ments between Safety Related and Non-Safety-Related Cable Travs.

This item is unresolved pending a review of S&L calculations for all
Safety-Related/Non-Safety-Related separation requirements where thev
deviate from the criteria established in IEEE-384. (50-454/81-16-05;
50-455/81-12-05).

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items or items of noncom-
pliance or deviations. Unresolved items disclosed during this inspection
are discussed in Paragraphs 2.b, 2.c, 2.d, and 2.e.

Exit Meeting

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) on September 25, 1981. The inspectors summarized the scope and
findings of the inspection. The licensee r:presentatives acknowledged the
findings reported in previous paragraphs.
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May 31 1983

Docket No. 50-454

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. R. S. Love
of this office on March 21-25, and April 4-8, 1983, of activities at Byron
station authorized by NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-130 and to the
discussion of our findings with Mr. G. Sorensen at the ccnclusion of the
inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies arecas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedu_es and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your sctivities appeared to be in non-
compiiance with NRC recuirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix.

A written response is required. Information gathered in this inspection
indicates that the use of interim leal auditors who are not certifiabie per
ANST 45.2.23 may be common practice at CECo construction sites. Please
include in your response to the item of noncompliance a discussion of the
extent of this practice at all CECo sites, including steps being taken to
remedy the problem. Also, include in your response the steps you plan to
take to assure that audits conducted by non-certifiable lead auditors were
properly conducted.

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 contained therein within thirty days 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), and
your response to this letter will b2 placed in the Public Document Room.
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The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are
uot subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and
Budget as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

We will 2ladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

i i "
,tfqgi’fffr” ":(?

P <

~

W. S. Little, Chief
Engineering Branch I[I

Enclosures:
1. Appendix, Notice
of Violation
2. Inspection Report
No. 50-454/83-16(DE)

cc w/encls:

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager

Gunner Soremsen, Site Project
Superintendent

R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Imspector, RIII Byron

Resident Inspector, RIII
Braidwood

Philip L. Willman, Esq.
Assistant Attorney Gemeral
Environmental Control Division

Reed Neuman, Esg., Assistant
Attorney General

Ms. Jane M. Whicher

Diane Chavez, DAARE/SAFE



Aggendix

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-454

As a result of the inspection conducted on March 21-25, and April 4-8, 1983, and
in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982), the
following violation was identified:

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II, states, in part, "The program shall provide
for indoctrination and training of personnel performing activities aftecting
quality as necessary to assure that suitable proficiency is achieved and main-
tained."

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo) letter, L. O, DelGeorge to D. G. Eisenhut,
U.S. NRC, Director, Division of L’censing, dated August 17, 1981, affirmed CECo
commitment to Regulatory Cuide 1.146, August '980 and ANSI N45.2.23-1978 as
required by Generic Letter 81-01.

ANSI N&45.2.23-1978, paragraph 2.3, states, "An individual shall meet the re-
quirements of paragraphs 2.3.1 through 2.3.5 prior to being designated a lead
auditor."

ANS1 N&45,2,.23-1978, paragraph 2.3.1, states, in part, "Education and Experience.
The prospective lead auditor shall have verifiable evidence that a minimum of
ten (10) credits under the following scoring system have been accumulated.
Education (4 credit maximum). Experience ( 9 points maximum). Other credent-
ials of professional competence (2 credit maximum). Rights of Management (2
points maximum).

Contrary to the above, the Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance Lead
Auditor performing the Power-Azco-Pope audit was not adequately qualified
and/or trained to perform lead auditor functions. Details of apparent non-
compliance to the above requirements are delineated in paragraph 3.A.(l) of
the attached report.

This is a Severity Level IV wviolation (Supplement I1I).

Pursuant to che provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this
office within thirty days of the date of th’s Notice a written statement or
explanation in reply, including for each item of noncompliance: (1) corrective
action taken ard the results achieved; (2) corrective action to be taken to
avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

y /4 27 [H£3 Y

Dauﬁ W. S. Liftle, Chiet
Engineering Branch II
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Report No. 50-454/83-16(DE)
Docket No. 50-454 License No. CPPK-130
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Uffice Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Byron Station, Unit :

Inspection At: Byren Site, Byron, IL

Inspection Ccoducted: March 21-25 and Apri! 4-8, 1983.

Inspector%ﬁ.//;./gj _5’/‘; £ 3

’

Y %
Approved a;,xiz. C. Williams, Chief oo/ D
i

lant Systems Section

Inspection Summary

Inspection on March 21-25 and April 4-8, 1983 (Report No. 50-454/83-16(DE))

Areas Inspected: Review of licensee action on previously 1dentified jitems.

Reviewed installation of instrument sensing lines, installation and term-
ination of instrumentation cables, and the review of associated procedurcs
and records. This inspection involved a total of 69 inspection-hours by one
NRC inspector.

Results: In the areas inspected, one potential item of roncompliance was
identified. The ticensee failed to assure that CECo lead auditors were
properly qualified and certified (Paragrapn 3.A.(1)).




DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

#*G. Sorensen, PCD Construction Superintendent
#*R. Tuetkon, PCD Assistant Comstruction Superintendent
*J, T. Westermeier, PED Project Engineer
Stanish, QA Superintendent
Klingler, Staff Ass -tant
. Myrda, QA Supervisor
Westberg, QA Engineer
Rosenbach, QA Inspector
Mazzini, QA Engineer
Lohmann, PCD Mechanical Supervisor
# K Hansxng. QA Supervisor
# E. Sager, Field Engineer
#J
R

=
%
o
CmB» LR

. Binder, Project Electrical Supervisur
. G. Gruber, QA Engineer

Power-Azco-Pope (PAP)

R. P. Larkin, QA Manager
R. C. Schulz, Project Manager
*D. M. Nelson, QC Supervisor
*M. C. Donohoe, Engineering Manager

Hetfield Electric Company (HECo)

T. Hill, QA/QC Manager

J. D. Spangler, Lead Welding Inspector (PTL)
R. Quias, Welding Inspector (PTL)

G. A. Cason, QC Lead Inspector (PTL)

Westinghouse

*M. D. Pitlyuk, Manage:
*G. L. Laughlin, Engineer

The inspector also contacted and interviewed other licensee and con-
tractor personnel during this reporting period.

*Denotes those present at the exit interview on March 25, 1983
#Denotes those present at the exit interview on April 8, 1983.

Action on Previously Identified Items

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/80-25-13): This item pertained to the
failure to apply hold tag on items ideatified on CECo Nonconformance
Report (NCR) F-529. This NCR identified the fact that the cable tray



stiffener welds did not meet the requirements of AWS D1.1 and the
purchase order specifications. Weld profile maps were prepared on cable
tray stiffner welds that did not meet the acceptance criteria. The
design engineer, Sargent and Lundy (S&L), performed an analysis on the
identified weld and with a few exceptions, found that the welds met the
design intent. The welds that did not meet the design intent were
repaired by the electrical contractor. Paragraphs 3.10.3.2.2.a.1 of the
FSAR was revised by Amendment 41, February 1983, to state, "Deviations
from the AWS requirements for specific weldments are made on the basi-
of design calculations." This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Unresclved Item (50-454/81-16-03; 50-455/81-12-03): Hatfield
procedures did not address methods to verify that maximum cable pulling
tension had not been exceeded when small cables were pulled. S&L
drawing 6E~0-3000B, Sheets 1 thru 5, and Hatfield Procedure No. 10 were
revised to address the required precautions to be taken when small cables
are pulled. This item closed.

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/81-16-04; 50-455/81-12-04): This item
identified that the safety-related switches, instruments, recorders,
etc., in the main control room were not distinctly identified - heing

in the protection system. Para;-aph 8.3.1.3.3 of the FSAR identifie: the
fact that the switches, instruments, records, etc. in the main control
room would not be color-codes to identify the items as being in the
protective system. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-09b; 50-455/82-04-09b): This item
identified that HECo procedure number 6 did not address corrective aclion
to prevent recurrence when a nonconformance or deviation was identified.
Procedure 6, Revision 11, dated October 9, 1982, now addresses corrective
action to prevent recurrence. A review of HECo NCRs indicates that the
procedure is being implemerted. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-09c; 50-455/82-04-09¢): This item
identified that HECc procedures did not sldress the precautions to be
taken to prevent exceeding maximum cable sidewall pressure during cable
installation. Also, this procedure did not address cable rework. HECo
Procedure 10, Revision 19, dsted February 14, 1983, satisfactorly
addresses cable rework and steps to be taken so as not to exceed cable
sidewall pressure. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50-454/82-05-11d; 50-455/82-04-11d): This item
identifies that PAP procedure QC-4 did not address corrective action to
prevent recurrence when a nonconforming condition was identified. PAP
Procedure QC-4, Revision 10, dated Spetember 21, 1982, satisfactorly
addre.ses corrective action to prevent recurrence. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Open Item (50/454/82-05-12; 50-455/23-04-12): This item identi-
fied that CECo NCRs were remaining open for an extended period of time.

A review of the identified NCRs indicates that a concerted effort has
been made to implemeat the disposition and close these NCRs. The CECo
PCD Staff Assistant is implementing a tracking system to expedite the
closure of NCRs. This item is closed.



(CLOSED) Noncompliance (50/454/82-05-13; 50/455/82-04-13): This item
identified that NCRs were being improperly closed/voided by CECo and
HECo. Improperly closed/voided NCRs were teopened by preparing a new
NCR. These NCRs were then properly closed and piocedure were revised
80 as to mitigate the possibility of this situation re-occuring. This
item is closed.

(CLOSED) Open Item (50-454/82-05-15; 50-455/82-04=15): This item identi-
fied that there was not a procedure inplace that addressed the installa-
tion of covers on cable tray and risers. HECo Procedure 9C, Revision 1,
was prepared to address the installation of cable tray and riser covers
in accordance with S&L drawings. This item is closed.

(CLOSED) Unresolved Item (50-454/82-05-16; 50-455/82-04-16): This item
identified that HECo procedure YE did not meet the requirements of
IEEE-384 as relati.g to marking of cable tray risers. Procedure 9E,
Revision 10, Paragraph 5.3.1, now requires risers to be identified every
15'. This is in accordance with TEEE-384. Inspection Reports for the
retro-fit of riser markers were reviewed by the inspector. This item 1s
close!.

(CLOSED) Unresolved ltem (50-454/82-17-01; 50-455/82-12-01): This item
identified the possibility of QC -nspe~tors inspecting items that they
had installed or worked on. Hunter, HECo, and PAP are utilizing craft
personnel as QC inspectors. These contractors reviewed their recards
and determined that no QC inspector had final inspected !1s own work.
This item is closed.

Functional or Program Areas Inspected

A. Powers-Azco-Pope (PAP)

(1) The Region III inspector reviewed the last three CECo audits
of PAP, (PAP is the licensee's non-electrical instrumentation
installation contractor). These audits were conducted on
June 8 thru 10, 1982, December 15 thru 21, 1982, and
February 1 thru 4, 1983 The findings and concerns identificd
during the audits were corrected by PAP.

During the review of Cklo audit reports, the Region III inspector
observed that the CECo leal auditor that performed the PAP

audit was classified as an In.er:m Lead Auditor. The auditor's
qualification and certification records cowtained a letter from
the Byron Station Quality Assurance Superintendent to the CECo
Manager, Quality Assurance. This letter (BY8067, August 24,
1982) was a request for Interim Lead Auditor Certification for
the subject auditor. However, the letter indicated that the

lead auditor candidate, based on «Jucation, experience, etc,...
had accumulated eight (8) points to date. This is less than

the minimum of 10 credit points .pecified by ANSI N&45.2.23-1978.
Moreover, an approved precedure allowing the use of lead auditors
who do not meet the minimum requirements of the reirr-enced code
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was not available. This letter received the concurrence of the
CECo Manager, Quality Assurance on August 26, 1982.

Interim Lead Auditor Certification is not addressed in the
CECo Quality Assurance Manual, CECo Topical Report (CE-1-A),
nor in ANSI N&45.2.23-1978. CECo letter, L. O. DelGecrge to
D. G. Eiseshut, U.S. NRC, Director, Division of Licensing,
dated August 17, 1981, affirmed CECo commitment to Regulatory
Guide 1.146, August 1980 and ANST N45.2.23-1978 as required
by Generic Letter 81-01.

During interviews with Byron Station Quality Assurance personnel,
including site Quality Assurance Superintendent, the Region

II1 inspector was informed that it has been standard practice
withic CECo to certify an individual as an Interim Lead Auditor
when he/she does not meet the qualifications of a Lead Auditor.

The licensee was informed that failure to assure that Lead
Auditors were trained, qualified, and certified in accordance
with the CECo Quality Program and ANSI N&45.2.231978, was an
item of roncompliance in a~cordance with Criterion 1] of 10 CFR
50, Appendix B (50-454/83-16-01).

During this reporting period, the Region IIl inspector reviewed
three CECo Material Receiving Reports (MRR) for material to be

installed in the safety-related instrumentation system hy PAP.

Following are the results of this review:

(a) MRR-5(225 was for 3/8" x 1/2" U-bolts. The original
purchase order stated that three U-bolts were to be manu-
factured to tie¢ ASME Code, Section III, Subsections
NF-2.30 and NF-2150, 1974 edition through summer 1975
Addenda. The Code edition and addenda was revised (CECo
letter to Elcen Metal Products Company, December 12, 1979)
to read 1977 edition through summer 1977 addenda. Certi-
ficate of Conformance, September 2, 1980, stated that the
3/8" x 1/2", SA-36, Batch/Lot No. AO00812A, U-bolts meet
the requirements of Subsection NF of the 1977 ASME Code
through 1977 addenda.

(b) MRR-50554 was for 81 safety-rel.ted pressure gauges per
Purchase Order 247695. Certificate of Conformactce,
July 10, 1981, was in the documentation package. Enginerer-
ing qualification tests (environmental, radiation, seismic,
etc.) have been submitted to Sargent & Lundy for their
evaluation and approval.

(¢c) MRR-52904 was for 3 safetv-related Rosemount 1153 pressure
transmitters per Purchase Crder 261620. Certificate of
Conformance, September 21, 1982, was in the documentation
package. Preliminary qualification test data to the re-
quirements of IEEE-323 and IEEE-344 has heen submitted to




CECo. This data indicates that the pressure transmitter
will qualify to the requirements of IEEE-323 and [EEE-344.
Final test data is being prepared by Wyle Laboratories.

No items of noncompliance were identified in this area.

(3) During this reporting period, the Region 1I' inspector reviewed
the following PAP procedures:

FP-1, Document and Drawing Control, Revision S

FP-2, Control of Procurement and Requesitioning of
Material and Services, Revision 9

FP-4, Material Storage, Revision 6

FP-5, Weld Filler Material Control, Revision 10

FP-12, Cold Bending of Pipe and Tube, Revision 6

FP-13, Hanger Installati.~ and Control, Revision 9

FP-16, Identification anc Marki.z of Pipe and Components,
Revision 8

The above listed procedures appeared to be adequate.

(4) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector reviewed
the installation of the instrument sensing lines for the
following instruments:

' (a) 1 FT-0434 - Loop "C" flow, instrument mounted on panel
1PL6KJ, located in the Containment Building at 377’

elevation between Radius 1 and 2. The instrument
sensing lines were installed in accordance with drawings
T4-1FT-0434, Sheets 1, 2, and 3 and were identified in
accordance with Field Change Request (FCR) 15437. This
FCR modified specification F-2906. The installation and
separation appeared to be adequate.

(1 1 LT-248 and 1 LT-549 - Redundant level transmitters for
Steam Generator No. 4. During a walk down of the sensing
lines for these instruments, the Region IIl inspector
observed that there was only a 2" separation (18" requircd)
between the sensing lines near hangers 1LT548H135-12 and
1LT549H136-7. The licensee's instrumentation installa-
tion contractor (PAP) prepared Fabrication/Installation
Surveillance Report No. 992, March 24, 1983, to document
the separation violation identified by the NRC.

In accordance with FCR-15437, the licensee has instituted
a program to identify instrument sensing line separation
violations for Containment Building safety-related RPS
sensing lines:

1. PAP prepares as-built drawing of the installation

. and submits these drawings to Westinghouse Flectric
Corporation-Nuclear Technology Division (WNTD) for
review.



Utilizing their computer syscem, WNTD reviews the
as-built drawings for separation violations.

'N

Violations are then analyzed on a case by case basis
to determine acceptability and/or provide recommended
resolutions.

To confirm that this method of analysis will in fact
identify separation violations, the Region III inspector
requested that a computer run be made on the seasing lines
for instruments 1LT-548 and 1LT-549. Note the full
computer run for instrument sensing lines for Unit #1 is
scheduled for June 1983. The inspector also requested
that WNTD be provided the information on the separation
violation observed.

During the week of April 4-8, 1983, WNTD performed an
analysis on the subject sensing lines. This analysis
indicated a separation of 3", center to center, in the
same area identified by the kegion III inspector.

Pending a review of the Unit #1 final separation analysis
by WNTD, this item is open (50-454/83-16-02).

(5) During this reporting period, the Region III inspector
. reviewed the installation and inspection documentation and
as-built drawings for the following instrument sensing linecs:

(a) Pressurized level transmitter 1LT-0460
Installation drawing T146-1LT-0460, Sheet 1 of 4,
Revision 5; Sheet 2 of 4, Revision 6; Sheet 3 of 4,
Revision 6; and Sheet 4 of 4, Revision 8.

As a result of a previously identified item of noncom-
pliance (Reference 454/82-05-19; 455/83-04-19), PAP has
instituted an extensive re-inspection program. During
a review of the sensing line installation records for
this instrument, it was cbserved that for Weld Numbers
1 thru 16, 8 of these welds were rejected during the
re-inspection. The o:iginal weld inspection was performed
on October 29, 1980 by Inspector "A". A review of
Inspector A's qualification records indicated that he nad
been certified as a Level I weld inspector on November 1,
1980, and a Level II weld inspector on November 15, 1980.
Inspector "A" was terminated on July 8, 1981. It is the
Region III inspectors understanding, that, as a minimum,
all accessible welds inspected by Inspector "A" through
April 1981 will be re-inspected. This understand.ng is
based on interviews with licensee and contractor personne!
and a review of the re-inspection program. This re-inspec-
‘ tion effort is being tracked by the item of noncompliance
referenced above.

: 7



(b) Loop C f _w transmitter 1FT-0434
Installation drawing T4-1FT-0434, Sheet 1 of 3,
Revision 4; Sheet 2 of 3, Revision 6; Sheet 3 of 3,
Revision 3.

During a review of the sensing line installation records
for this instrument, it was observed that Inspector "A"
(Reference paragraph (5).a above) performed a visual
inspection on 56 welds in this system in one day. Per
the re-inspection program, these welds are scheduled for
re-inspection. It was also observed that the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector (ANI) performed/observed one visual we | d
inspection and 6 liquid penetrant examinations (PT) on the
welds in this system. The re-inspection effort for this
system is being tracked by previocusly identified item of
noncompliance (Reference 454/82-05-19; 455/82-04-19).

(6) Summary of PAP Re-Inspection Effort, as of Aoril 3, 1983.

(a) As a minimum, the first three months of eac. certified
inspectors (21) work will be re-inspected. Depending
upon the reject rate as defined in the procedure, the
re-inspection for a given inspector's work may encompass
an additional three months or ionger.

(b) The initial sccpe (three months per inspector) of the
re-inspection effort has been defined.

(c) Approrimately 25% of the re-inspection effort has been
completed. To date, April 3, 1983, 125 valid welding
rejects have been identified.

Hatfield Electric Company (HECo)

(1) During this reporting period, the Kegion III inspector veri-
fied the installation and termination of instrumenation cables
for instrument 1FT0434, 1LT0548, and 1LT0549. This verifica-
tion consisted of a physical walkdowr of the cables, inspection
of the terminations, and a review of the associated records.

(a) Loop C flow transmitter 1FT-0434 is mounted on instrument
rack, 1PL66J. Signal sent to Process I&C Protection
Channel 1, Cabinet 1, Panel 1PAO1J.

1. Cable 1RC-723 - From transmitter 1FT-0434 to junction
box 1JB-428R. As of April 7, 1983, this cable has
not been installed.

2. Cable IRC-364 - From 1JB-428R to electrical penetration

"~ E24-1S5105E-1KIR. Cable type - 1TW-PR #16 (shielded),
600 volt. Reel No. 02166-39. 1Installed December 4,
1980 to Revision A of the pull card. Cable routing



(b)

o

is as follows: 1JB-428R, CIR-1303-1K1R, 1JB-334R,
C1R-2301-1K1R, 1JB-348R, CIR-2371-1KI1R, 1JB-623R,

C1R-4326-1K1R, 1377U-1K1R, 1359U-1KIR, terminating
(inlin2 splice) at electrical penetration, inside

Containment Building.

Cable 1RC-363 - From electrical penetration E24-15105-
1KIR to Panel 1PAO1J. Cable type 1TW-PR #16 (shielded)
600 volt. Reel No. 02166-41. Installed April 5,

1981 to Revision B of the pull card. Cable routing

1s as follows: inline splice at penet.ation,
1823D-1K1R, 1829D-1K1R, 1973D-1K1R, 1828D-1KI1R,
1827D-1K1R, 1R319-1K1R, 11885F-1K1R, 11886F-1KIR,
11887F-1K1R, 11888F-1K1R, 11889F-1K!R, 11890F-IKIR,
11891F-1K1R, 1R401-1K1R, Panel 1PAO1J.

This installation was in acrcordance with drawings, cable
pull card ard S&L Cable Tabulation printout.

Steam Generator No. & level traasmitter 1LT-0548. Signal
to Process I&C Protection Channel 3, Cabinet 3, Panel
1PA03J.

M

g

Cable 1FW-057 = From transmitter 1LT-0548 to electrical
penetration E51-1S107E-1K3R. Cahle type - 1TW-PR #16
(shielded), 600 volts. FKeel No. 02166-69. Installed
October 21, 1982 to Fevision B of the pull card.

Cable routing is as follows: 1LT-0548, CIR-4103-1X3R,
1JBO74R, C1R-4104-1K3R, terminating at the penelra-
tion, inside containment.

Cable 1FW-056 - From electrical .enetration
E51-1S107E-1K3R to Panel 1PA03J. Cable Type

1TW-PR 316 (shielded), 600 volts. Reel No. 0216631.
Installed April 2, 1980 to Revision B ot the pull
card. Cable routing is as follows: inline splice

at penetration, 1798J-1K3R, 1797J-1K3R, 1972J-1K3R,

% 1C216D-1K3R, 11880A-1K3K, 11881A-1K3R, 11882A-1K3R,
11883A-1K3k, 1R400-1K3R, Pane! 1PAO3J, terminal block
F, landing pointe 10, 11, and 12.

*Where cable 1FW-056 enters conduit 1C216D-IKIR, it
was observed that the cable jacket was damaged at
cable footage marker 46f4. The shield wire was exposed
but did not appear to be damaged. The licensec's
electrical contractor, HECo, prepared NCR 597,

April 6, 1983, to document the damaged cable jacket.
Also, during the labeling of corduits 1C216C and
1€216D, the markings were reversed opr both ends of
these embedded conduits. Field Change Request (FCR)
22863, April 7, 1983, was prepared to have this error
corrected on the as-built drawing. This item is open

»
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(c)

pending 2 review of NCR 597 for proper closure .ud
review of FCR 22863 for appreval and correction
or as-built drawing (50-454/83-16-03).

Except as noted, this installation was in accordance with
drawings, pull cards, and S&L Cable Tabulation printout.

Steam Generator No. & level transmitter 1LT-0549. Signal
to Process I&C Protection Channel 2, Cabinet 2, Panel
1PA02].

1. Cable 1FW-049 - From transmitier 1LT-0549, Rack
1PL57J, to electrical penetration E35-1S106E-1K2R.
Cable installed November 5, 1981, to Revision A of
the pull card. Cable type - 1TW-PR #16 (shielded),
600 volts. Reel No. 02166-46. Cable routing is as
follows: 1LT-0549, C1R4478~1K2R, 1JBOBSR, CIR5124-
1K2R, terminating at penetration, inside containment.

e

Cable 1FW-049 -~ From electrical penetration E35~1S106k-
1K2R to Panel 1PA02J. Cable installed April 8, 1981

to Revision A of the pull card. Cable type 1TW-PR

#16, 600 volts. Reel No. 02166-41. Cable routing

is as follows: inline splice at penetration,
11458H-1K2R, 1R364-1K2R, 11467H-1K2R, 11485H-1K2R,
11464H-1K2R, 11418H-1K2R, 11417H-1K2R, 11620H-1K2R,
11623K-1K2R, 11624H-1K2R, Panel 1PA02J, terminal hlock
T, landing points 22, 23, and 24.

This installation was in accordance with drawings,
pull cards, and S&L Cable Tabulation priatout.

(2) Summary of HEC. Re-Inspection Effort as of April 3, 1983.

(a)

(b)

(¢)

As a minimum, the first three months of 22 certified
inspectors work will be re-inspected. The 22 inspector
equals 1 in 5 of all inspectors employeed by HECo since
start of project. Depending upon the rejection rate as
defined in the procedure, the re-inspection for a given
inspector's work may encompass an additional three months
or 100% of his/her work. In addition, the original sample
size of inspectors may be increased 50%.

The initial sbope (three months per inspector) of the
re-inspection effort has been defined.

Approximately 5% of the inspection effort has been « eted.

Status of Installation Effort

yﬂli_l Uit 2
Cable tray installation 100% 98%
Conduit installation 90% 54%



Cable installation 80% 34%

Cable terminations 80% 30%
Equipment installation 100% 90%
Instruments & sensing lines 98% 01%

Open Items

Open items are matters, not otherwise categorized in the report, that need
to be followed up on in future inspections. Open items disclosed during
this inspection are discussed in paragraphs 3.A.(4).b and 3.B.(1).b.2.

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted under Persons
Contacted) on March 25 and Aoril 8, 1983. The inspector summarized

the scope and findings of tne inspection. The licensee representatives
acknowledged this information.
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e Attachment C
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1N
799 ROOSEVELT RO D
GLEN ELLYN ILLINOIS 80137
"N 4 2
Docket No. 50-454 .
Docket No. 50-455
Commonuealth Ed:scn Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60e50
Gent lemen:
This refers to the special safety inspection ceorz.c-ed oy el R, N -z
and other staff memters of this office on March 2931, Ajr:il 1.2, 3.3, :_-cia,
and May 11, 1982, of sctivities at Byron Station, Units 1 4 (I 5 -

2 e .
NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-T3T and No. CPiA=131. This 1.82 sefee
to the discussicn of our findings with Mr. W. Stied. and sire

during a meeting in our offices en vay 7, 1982.

The purpose of :his special team inspection was to sssess t-
Certain aspects cf the qualit. essurancze/con truocsien act v
Byren Staticn. The scope of t.is cssessmant incl.d.: 3zt
@Ssurance progran interfaces and overview, correci..e actic
design charge comtrol, material trecead:lity ef irsca..es ssr .%o, - -
corponents, electrical cable installazien, INProtes, ins;ecticis, 5.
effect:veress of guality zon:irol inspectors. Wwi:i-i:. zhese ateus e
inspection cinsisted of 8 selective exam:nation of oracedures asd
represenrtative reccrds, obnrvatio-zs. and inter.iews with FeZSLI0n

In general, within the areas inspected, the qua.ity assurance sogrs=
for the Byron Sration appeared good. However, exz=nles of pragra-

3
b

(0 S LA
-
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plemerntaticn def.ciencies were identified w“ich fe3-ire cerrecs:
On your part. Please note that we expect Commoruealsh Lc:son Cawzany %2
review programs for jts other fecilities under comstruction t3 ast.re ! 3=

similar preblens do not exist at these facilities.

The sctivities that 8ppeared to be in noncompliarce with NRC TRGUiTEmurtS
are specified in the enclosed Append:x. A writter resporse is re ..z

In responding te noncompliance Item #2, please desz-ite *he ac-.c- t3rSr Or
planned to assure that: (1) other quality contro! :.nspectirs are

Al 138
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trained and certified, (2) quality control inspectors working for contraziors
that have corpleted safety-rclated work and no longer have personnel on s,:e
aere properly trained and qualified to perform the inspection functicns
assigned, and (3) inspections perforned by quality control inspectors tha:
were improperly trained and Gualified were valid.

k2 are also concerned adout your past performance conzerning the staff.-;

“f the Fyron Q0 Superinsende:: position and the on-the- ok tea ning of

rpour byion Site Quality Assu:ance perscrnel as discussed in the de:s.'s

1 th.s repor:. iease prov-de us with a resporse explaining v a3 ac:.:r

Wil M tiking tc assure thit yosr Quality Assirance Orgsnizas:ior

3 3ldlied un. trained 1o @ level that will ensure effective oversigh: of

ciality act:v.zies.

i dccerdan.e with 10 C7R 2.790 of the Comm.ssion’s regulatic-s, a cepy ¢f

718 letter, =he enclosires, and yeur response to this letter will be piazed

23 the MIC's Public Document Room. 1If this Feport contains any informas.a-

L18% ¥OL (07 your conirsztors) believe to be exermpt from disclosure vnder
e.

" CFR % . 511) @), it is necessary that you (a) notify this office by

“ene wiik:a tea (10) days from the date of this jetter of your sntention
‘o fiie 4 reguLest fer withholding; and (b) subdbm:it within twenty-five (23)
Z4¥S Irum the date of this letier 8 written application to this office 1o

«.thheld sush inscrzarion. If Jour receipt of this letter has been

- <layed soch that less than seven (7) days are evailable for ycur revie.,

veedse 10l fy thiy office prempily so that 8 new due date ma: be estab-
) «.shed. Comsiutent with Section 2.790(b)(1), any such applicaz:ion mues

=+ @tecTplnied By an affidavit executed by the ouner of the infar=a:;=-
«"3Ck Leuitifies the dozumen: or Part scught to be withheld, arz k.o

SITRAIns a fUl statement of t'e ressons which are the bases fzr the
-13im thit the information s'euld be withheld from public disclosure.
I.i8 svet.on furilier requires the state~ent to address with specificity
the cousidrrations listed in 1) CFR 2.790(b)(4). The infor=ation scught
te be v.tlheld shiall be intdiporatec as far as pessible into a separate
PaT 0f the affidavit. 1If we do not hear from you in this regard within
L't ospe fied pericds noted absve, @ copy of this letter, the eszlos.ces,
“ = ¥Ou. respoase to this letter will be placed in the Public Dozu=er:
rEom.

~r



Commorvecaith Edison Company

W will L'adly discuss any questions you hsve concerning this inspectieon

Pasiosures:
! Appeidix, Notice
of Viclatien
Ins;oct.on Report
Ne 5C-25«4/82-05 and
Ne 5C==35/82-0e

vigrias
Jis 0. [elGeorge, Director
of Nuzlear lLicensing
I. Scllosser, Project Manager
nes Screrser, Site Project

LooBL Querie, SSation
Sustriisendernt
BiNersment Cansrol Derk (KUTS
s.dcey inepreter; KoLl Byoca
hedilent anspe.ter, Ril:
8raice.-0d
Eirem Bo:gatadt, Cffice of
Assist.nut Aticrney Cenerasl
“ron . Cherry

Sincerely,

s

«C. E. Norelius, Cx ect

Division of Eng
and Technical F::
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwcalih Liison Company Docket No. 50-454
Dozket No. 50-43%

the inspe.tic: conducted on “arch 2931, Aprii 1-2, 5-9,
11, 1982, and in sccordance with the \RC Enforzement Pelizy,
ch 9, 1952), the follow:ng violations were identified

2 12 CFK 50, Aprendix B, Criterion I, states in part, "The asuthority
a4 duties of persons and organization. performing activities affez:-
ing the safety-related functions of structures, systers, and com-
P=ieniis shall be ciearly established and delinesated ir writing” and
"Such persons and ergan:zations performing quality assuranze fur-<.
shall report to a management leve!l such that this required auther:it
ard organizaticnul freecon, inclucing sufficient independence from
cest and ichedule when cpposed to safety consicerations, are provided.”

cns
y

The Lizersee's Topical Report, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Section 1.A stazes
"Edison has prime respersidility for controlling the qualizy of cn-size

werh by field centracters,”... "The Commonvealth Fdison Compary Qual:icy

Ass.concn Progra= for Nic.ear Generating Stations covers she crgar.za-
Lici urrés gement wheredy the Quality Assurarce Depariment is & sep:irize
arl :t”ey.ndent organizazien.”

Coeiirn=y t2 the above:

a. O Mazch 3C, 1982, it was iderzified that the Qualizy Assurarze
Ylan ger for Hitfie d Electric Corpany, @s shown in the Qua.:ity
hesurance “anual, reports to the vice-Presidens, who is locited
©n site anc has direct responsibility for cost and szedule

b. On April 2, 1982, it was idertified thaz tre Quality Assuran:ce
Maneger for Powers-Azco-Pope, 8s shoun in the Quality Assurarnce
Marval, reports to the Project Mlerager, who has direct respo-s-
ibility for cost and schedule.

¢. On April 8, 1782, it wes identified that the Project Comstruciicn
Departrent of the licensee is part of the approval chain iegard.rg

the hiring and proroting of contractor's quality assurance perscnrel
& P 8 9 y

d. On Marck 30, 1982, ft was identif.ed that the Hatfield Electric
Company has bees operating with & Quality Assurance Organization
other than that described in their Quality Assurance Manual.
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Appendix 2

(]

e. O:u April &, 1582, it was identified that Johnson Contrels, Inc
has been operiting with & Quality Assurance Orgar:zation other
than that drscribed in their Quality Assurance Manual.

This :s a Severity Leve! IV violation (Supplemen: I17.
I CIR 3C. A 8%3%
ir. ;are h

B, Ceiterion II - Quality Assuranze P:-

. o

€l jersenrel p
that

am shall provide for indocirinatian ans
Ming 3ctivities affecting quality 2s ne
e proficiency is achieved and maintaire

weslth Edisen Cerparmy (CECH) letter, L. 0. DelGecrge t3
B. ¢. Eisuntus, LU.8. NRC, Direc:or, Division of Licens:ng, dated

: 7, 1981, affirmed CECo commitment to Regulatory Guide !
€-1978 es reg..red by Generic Letter 81-01.

58,

ANSD NeD.2.6-1978 - Paragraph 1.1 states in part, "This Stanzazd
Cdel:restes the requirements for the qualification of perscnnel who
perfcrm irsrecticn, exar:ination and testing to verify conformanc
EC speciiied requirerents of nuclear power plant items (struziures,
systvTs grd comprnents of ru:.ear Fower plants) where satisfactory
Ferfuirisie is required :c prevent pestulated accicents which could
Cé.te wit.e risk to the heazlith and safe:y of the public, or to
Fit oite tho consecuenczes of such accidents if they were to ozzur.

€

"

AN: Nel L 2sl37B - Paragragh 1.2 states in part, "The reguire~en:s

44 - frandard a;rly 19 persaene! who perfce= inspecticns, ex:i-.na-
A SR tests during fsiricatior prior te angd during reseip: of

1% ¢ v tTe comslraction site, during constructien, Giring pectzerps
1 8r s stariup test " The recuire-ents spply to perssnnel of
the Casezs v P-21t Jdesigrers and plant comstructers. . ..

ANTL NoE T €-1978 - Paragraph 2.2 states, "The capabilities of a

€é. 2rCate for certificaticn shall be initially determiresd by @ su.t-
el enatuatien ef zhe tardidate’s education, experience, tra:.ring,
Lest rus.its, Or capadility demonstration.”

ANFL NS5 2 €-1978 - Sectien 3.1 states, "The requirerents conta.ned
withorn this section define the minirum capabilities tha: qualif
Persnoriel te perform inspections, examinations, and tests which are
Bithir the scepe of this standard.”

ANED NIS 2 641978 - Sections 3.2, 33, and 3.4 specify the perscnnel
€a; tilat les of Level I, 11, anc 111 inspectors respectively. Sect.:on
3.9, 2.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.5.9 provide education and experience recommends-
tions for Level 1, II, end 111 .nspectors.
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ANST N<5.2.0-1978 - Section & states in part, "Personnel who are

assigned the responsibilit

by this S:andard shall liave, as & minimum, the level of capability
shcen in Table 1...."

-

© =he above, certain contractor QA/OC superviscrs and

were not adeguitely qualified and or traires - peciare
ated inspection functions. Examples of ppatent pencie-
e identified :n paragrayh h.(2) of the attaze+ rapos:

LA §

Th.s is a Seve.iiy Leve! IV vic.ation (Supplement 11).

y and authority to perform functions covered

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Cr.terion V states in part, “"Aztiviiies affect-
ing quality shall be prescribed by documented instructiocns, proczed.res,

or

The licensee's Topical Report,

o

te
T
"4
P
&

‘e

cracings, of & type uppropriate to the circumstances

.-
-

.-
-

"

“&, 8nd operstion uctivities will be described in ctu~ented

-

Feitions, procedures, drawings, specifications, or chezklis:s. "
vities affecting quality are required by the Ed:ison quality

-

< > be prescribud by decumented instructions, pratedires or

@S

27 to tle abive; ihe fzllowing activities were not ccmirc.'e
cTrl.res Or instru.tions:

-a “arzh 30, 1382, it was identified tha: Hatfield Ilezos:z
“3®.any was utiliz.ng @ Discrepancy Report System, whizh was
%3t referenzed or .ornirclled by a procedure, to trazk ard
=3Trect disirepar..es ard nonconforming conditicns diszovered
€iring inspections of safety-related equipment.

On Apral 2, 1982, it was identified that Powers-Azzc-Pope was

CE-1-A, Revision 20, Sect:icn § states,
Fhe juality assirance actions cacried out for des:gn, constructien,

=tilizing & Fadricition Installation Surveillance System, wh:ch

=a% 1ot contrelled by & procedure, to track and correct dis-
trefancies an2 neonconforming conditfone discovered during ine
Spe.tions of safetyv-related equipment.



-
-

)
 ®

. hypendix

re;orts (96, 99,

Cerpany rather than closed, with re
Ldhea to resolve the nonconfocrmance.
voidad because an CR was or would be iss
At the time the NCRs were voided,

as installed.
assurance that all the

“URs, the tra:king system 0 verif
was accepted, was regated and the

trend analysis sysiem.

and 100) hed been v

FCRs would be approved.

¢. On Apral 9, 1982, it was {dentified that Hatfield Electric

Comp iny procelures did not contain a&n electrical cable rework
proceduie nor the requirements to calculate electrical cable
sidewal)l pressures prior to pulling cable.

d. On Apral 7, 1982, it was jdentified that the Hatfield Electric
Com; any's NCR forr contained @ section titled "Action to Prevent
Erc .crence’ but there was no direztion in the body of Proceduce
wurler & for acticrs to be taken 0 satisfy this rejuiressni nor
dnes the procedure assign responsibility for this sectic: of the
ne

- Thie is a Severity Level! IV viclation (Supplement 1I).
- 1C =7n 50, appendix B, Criterion X\, states in part, “Measures shall

be ~srab!.shed to centrel micerials, parts, or components which do

et coenform ta reguiiremunts in order to prevent tie:r inadvertent

use ©f installatien.”

1, j:cu:.ec's Topical Fepert, CE-1-A, Revision 20, dated February 17,

19: 2, Secz:on 15, states in pars, "ltems involving comsiructich, TaLnc

to: snee, and modificaticns which are found noncanforming. - .wall De

. ct a.led to prevint their inadverent use or installatien.’
) Ci: trary & the abwe:

a o1, *tarch 31, 1982, it was jdertified that three (3) gEse =ancens
teimnre repects (beclde F-6-5, and F-¢82) had been veided
res’ or than closed, with reference to corrective 8ctiui tiken
tec rosolve the nenconformance. By voiding the subject NCRs,
the trucking syster to verify that the approved dispositicn
has heen completed and corrective action to prevent recurrenc
is nagated. Also, the voided NCRs are removed from the trend
ai.c ¥y5l» System.

b. On Apr:il 7, 1982, it was (dertified that three (3) noncenfor-ance

oided by the Hazfield Electr:c
ference to corrective 8ction
The subject \CRs were

ued to accept the ite~s

there was no
By voiding the

y that the propesed disposition
NCRs were removed from the



Appencix

c.

Cn April 7, 1982, it was identified that the Matfield Electric
Cemyany had improperly closed NCR 168, in that after CECo
ergircering dispositioned the subject NCR to replace the ftem,
th~ Katfield Electric Company closed the NCR wishout accorplishe
ing the approved disposition. At the present tive, there :s &
nen.onforming cable installed, and the trecking system to re;.:ze
tie catle, has been negated.

This Is & Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 11).

)
[ 2 i
-

R 5%, Appendis B, Critericn V states, "Acsivities affeszing
ty shall be prescrised...und shall be accemplished in accsrzance
tiece instructions, procedures or drawings.'
i.erree’s Tepical Repert, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Secticm 2.2
'if to comply with the Regulstory Position of Reg.latory Gu:Ze
Fe'is:cn 2, which endorses ANSI N&$.2.2-1972. Alse Sectiss S
s, "The quality ass.rance actions carried out for des:gn, ccn-
10T, testing, snd dperation sctivities will be cescribed in
frRec irstruitions, procedures, drawings, specifizaticns, eor
cists oL "Activities affecting quality are required by the
7 Giility program to be prescribed by docurented instructios ;
dires cr drouings.”
3 the ahive, t=e following ectivities were not scserp.ished
Sinhg T pricocures 91 instructions:
or Ayril 2, 1682, it was idenzified that Powers-Azcc-Pore was
STLiitg rerciec mizerisl among sccepied material in Watehc.se
No. & This 1s cuntrary to their Procedure No. FP-3.
Cn April 2, 1982, it wes identified that Powers-Azco-Pope had

not tigged A cdefective torque wrench with a Reject Teg. This
IS cuntrary to their Procedurs No. FP-11.

Cn March 30, 1982, it was identified that Matfield Electric
Frr emy did not tag torque wrenches which were past their c2!.:-
trat:or due date. hiis is contrary to their Procedure Voo 2s

Cn Azral 5, 1982, of 13 reports reviewed it was identified t-a:
12 neaconformunce reports prepared by Pouers-Azco-Pope did rot
“id.css corrective action to prevent recurrence. This is
Lentiary to their Quality Assurance Manual, Section B-8, parazra
P=8.0.2.

-
e

fn Sprdl 7, 1982, 1t was identified that the conditions mair -
tiited by the licensee in Werchouse No. 1 and “o. § vere contrary
te (1Cc Quality Procedure 13-1 and to the recuirements of ANS!
'..5:3'2972.




Appendix _ 6

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement II).

10 CFR 30, Appendix B, Criterion VI, states, "Measures shall be
estatlished to contirol the issuance of documents, such as instruc-
tivas, praccdures, and crawings, including changes thereto, which
Priscride all sciivities affecting quality.”

T licence's Topical Fepart, CE-1-A, Revision 20, Sec::cn 6 szates,
"A do ument control svste<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>