UNITED STATES OF AMERICA s
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ¢4 ' -5 M1 B

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING Docket Nos. 50-445-1
COMPANY, et al. : and 50-446-1

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
Station, Units 1 and 2)

CASE'S SECOND PARTIAL ANSWER TO APPLICANTS'
STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS AS TO WHICH THERE IS
NO GENUINE ISSUE REGARDING APPLICANTS' QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM FOR
DESIGN OF PIPING AND PIPE SUPPORTS FOR COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

in the form of

AFFIDAVIT OF CASE WITNESS MARK WALSH

l. Applicants state:
"Each of the responsible design organizations for piping and supports
at Comanche Peak has established procedures to implement the provisions
of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B and ANSI N45.2.11 to their respective
applicable functions in the piping and support design process.
(Affidavit Table IV.I1)"

I disagree. Applicants state that each of the responeible design
organizations) have established procedures to implement the provisions
of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and ANSI N&45.2.11, but this statement
cannot be so, based on the information already contained in the record
of these proceedings. As will be shown in answer 5, the Applicants do
not have any design control procedures in the field except to document

what is in the field. This is not sufficient to comply with the

requirements or intent of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and ANSI N&45.2.11.
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2.

Applicante state:

"Regulatory requirements and licensing commitments set forth in the
license application are incorporated into design specifications by
Gibbs & Hill for Comanche Peak for both piping (Class 2 & 3) and
supports. These specifications are transmitted to the responsible
design organizations for incorporation in their design process.
Similarly, Westinghouse has established a specification for the design
of Class 1 (and Class 1 extension) piping. Westinghouse employed the
Gibbs & Hill specification in its design of non-Class | auxiliary
piping. (Affidavit at 16 (G&H), 25-26(W).)"

First of all, Applicants have refused to provide CASE with the
specifications referenced il/. Because of this problem, I am unable to
answer this part of Applicants' Statements of Material Facts fully.
However, in particular, I am aware that the AISC is a requirement of
Gibbs & Hill Specification MS-46A, the specification with which I am
most concerned.

Applicants' Witness Mr. Finneran, in Applicants' Reply to CASE's
Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition Regarding
Consideration of Friction Loads, stated that Applicants are not
required to follow AISC for welding design. However, AISC, at Section
1.17, refers back to AWS Welding Code for Welding for weld design,

which Applicants have stated that they are not required to follow. If

ivj

See 10/4/84 letter from Applicants' counsel Mr. Horin to CASE President
Juanita Ellis, page 2, second paragraph, where he states: '"The
material not provided generally involves matters the content of which
are not relied upon in our motion, such as technical specifications (3,
4). . " Gibbs & Hill Specifications MS-200 (all revisions) and MS-46A
(all revisions) were the 3rd and 4th items, respectively, listed in
CASE's 8/15/84 letter from Mrs. Ellis to Mr. Horin requesting documents
on discovery; one or both of them are referred to on pages 16, 32, 39,
43, and 57 of Applicants' Affidavit.

See also 10/18/84 letter, page 2, from Mrs. Ellis to Mr. Horin
ndvidTEE that CASE has a complete copy of Rev. 5 of MS-46A obtained in
the rate hearings and requesting confirmation of authorization from
Applicants to reconsider and provide CASE with the original and other
revisions of MS-46A.



3.

4,

the Applicants intend to show that they meet regulatory requirements,
they also need to show that they follow these requirements; for
example, evaluating codes for their sufficiency (see 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix A, Criterion 1) in regards to their welding, punching shear
analysis, use of bearing connections when they should have used

friction connections, just to list a few.

Applicants state:

"Each of the pipe support design organizations has incorporated the
Gibbs & Hill specification applicable to the design of pipe supports
into their design process. This specification is incorporated into
each organization's designs (including drawings, procedures,
instructions and guidelines as appropriate) in accordance with
established procedures. (Affidavit at 32-33 (NPS), 39 (ITTG) and 43-44
(PSE).)"

~

Same comments apply as for answer [ preceding.

Applicants state:

"Each design organization has implemented design control measures which
include verification and/or checking of the adequacy of each design,
including the initial design of the piping or support prior to release
of the design for construction. These measures include documentation
of the design reviewer's findings and correction of the deficiencies by
the original designer. Each design organization also requires that the
person performing design review may not be the same person who
performed the original design, although he may be part of the same
organization as the original designer. (Affidavit at 20-22 (G&H), 30
(W), 35-37 (NPS), 40-41 (ITTG), and 46-48 (PSE).)"

The Applicants have made two errors in the first sentence. The
first one is that they do not keep the original initial design

calculations (if they ever existed). This is demonstrated by the



following: When I requested the original calculations for support MS-

1-002-003-C72S, Applicants' counsel Mr. Horin stated that Applicants
did not have the original calculations /2/.

The second point is that the verification of the initial designs
are deficient when one recalls the 13 unstable main steam supports
which were issued by Grinnell, for example (as discussed in CASE's
Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition on stability).

In addition, to mention just a few items:

(1) The design procedure utilized by all three organizations in
regards to the Richmond insert/tube steel/A307 bolt
connection was deficient -- none of the design organizations
realized that the method utilized to determine the stress in
the bolt was incorrect (as discussed in CASE's Answer to
Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition regarding Richmond
Inserte). Therefore, their procedures for this verification
"including the initial design of the piping or support prior
to release of the design for construction,"” (emphasis in the

original) was inadequate.

/2/ See 8/20/84 letter from Applicants' Counsel Mr. Horin to CASE President
Juanita Ellis, page 2, item 5, wherein he states that he is providing:

"Example calculations (prior to June 1982) by each of the pipe
support design organizations (ITT, NPSI and PSE) regarding
consideration of the adequacy of threaded rods and similar
calculations for support MS-1-002-003-C728 (these calculations
provided for the main steam support are for the latest loads for
this support. Previous calculations were not retained)."
(Emphasis added.)




(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

The PSE Group utilized section properties from WTSI which
never existed (as discussed in CASE's Answer to Applicants’
Motion for Summary Disposition on section properties).
Applicants did not consider the friction effects when piping
movement is less than 1/16", and as I showed, this can be the
controlling factor in the design (as discussed in CASE's
Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition on
friction).

Applicante did not provide any documentation which could

verify that they had considered the reduction in yield
strength due to welding on A500 Grade B tube steel in the
original designs or subsequent designs (as discussed in
CASE's Answer regarding A5S00 Grade B tube steel).

Applicants did not consider the effects of gaps on seismic
response (as discussed in CASE's Answer to Applicants' Motion
for Suumary Disposition regarding gaps).

Applicants did not fulfill their commitments to the FSAR in
the original design calculations for the upper lateral
restraint (as discussed in CASE's Answer to Applicants'
Motion for Summary Disposition on the upper lateral
restraint).

In Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition on safety
factors, Applicants are depending on new information rather
than the original calculations (as discussed in CASE's Answer
to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition on safety

factors).



(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Applicants, in their generic stiffness Motion, neglected to
mention that all their original designs were based on generic
deflection, not generic stiffness (as d?scussed in CASE's
Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition
regarding generic stiffness).

Applicants' original designs sometimes considered "-bolts as
two-way restraints and sometimes they didn't, with no
justification in the original design (as discussed in CASE's
Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition
regarding U-bolts acting as two-way restraints).

Regarding differential displacements, it is not clear whether
Applicants used original designs or a change by a Component
Modification Card (CMC) (as discussed in CASE's Answer to
Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition regarding
differential displacements).

Applicants did not consider the effects of cinching up U=~
bolts in the original designs or in subsequent remedies for
instability (as discussed in CASE's Answer to Applicants'
Motion for Summary Disposition regarding cinching down of U-
bolts).

Regarding axial restraints, Applicants did not consider the
effects of the moment within the pipe inducing additional
loads into the restraint (as discussed in CASE's Answer to
Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition regarding axial

restraints).



5.

For all of the items discussed in the preceding paragraph, it is
apparent that the design procedures which were utilized in the original
designs were deficient, the individuals utilizing the procedures did
not have the necessary knowledge to identify and correct these design
deficiencies, or management squashed or ignored all such concerns, as
was the case with ITT Grinnell's response to G. Abele's Request for
Information (as discussed in CASE's Answer to Applicants' Motion for
Summary Disposition regarding stability).

Regarding Applicants' last sentence, in the initial design (i.e.,
that prior to issue for comstruction, the Applicants rely on a stringent
design review; see Applicants' Affidavit at page 20-22), this criteria
of design review is not supposed to stop after a drawing is issued for
construction. The stringent design reviews which the Applicants allude
to are required for all field changes and all such changes must be
commensurate with the original design, as required by L0 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, Criterion I;I. last paragraph. As discussed in the
following answers, it is obvious that Applicants are not in compliance

with this Critcrion.

Applicants state:

"During the course of construction of the piping and support system
changes in design of supports are virtually unavoidable.

Implementation of the changes are (sic) governed by established
procedures and instructions. The most commonly employed method to
implement such changes is through Component Modification Cards
("CMCs"). These changes are subject to design review, verification and
approval in accordance with procedures commensurate with the design




review process employed in the original design. With respect to design
changes not initiated by field modifications, each organization also
conducts design reviews of the change in a manner commensurate with the
procedures for new designs. The design change control process for each
organization provides that the organization which performed the
original design to also perform the design review of the design
changes. (Affidavit at 50-56.)"

I agree with Applicants' first sentence.

I dis gree with Applicants' second and third sentences, to the

following extent, as discussed in greater detail later:

(1) The procedures and instructions at Comanche Peak are often
not followed;

(2) The procedures and instructions at Comanche Peak change so
frequently that it is impossible for anyone to know what
procedures and instructions should be followed when;

(3) The controlled copies of procedures and instructions at
Comanche Peak are not kept up-to-date; and

(4) When the procedures and instructions at Comanche Peak are
followed, it often results in chaos becnuse Applicants rely
on all mistakes and errors being caught at the very end.

Applicants' third sentence discusses Component Modification Cards

(CMC's), and states that the most commonly employed method to implement

changes in design of supports is through CMC's. However, Applicants

have provided no documentation of this. When Cygna asked Applicants to

clarify exactly what "vehicles" were used at Comanche Peak to document
design deficiencies, they were told /3/:

"[R.] Tolson and [D.] Wade explained that in addition to such
documents as Nonconformance Reports (NCR's), Deficiency Review

See Attachment A bhereto, Cygna Communications Report dated 5/10/84,
under Subject of: Corrective Action Systems.



Reports (DRR's), Corrective Action Requests (CAR's), Significant
Deficiency Analysis Reports (SDAR's), etc., other documents could
be used to document design deficiencies. These documents are
Computer (sic) Modification Cards (CMC's), Design Change
Authorizations (DCA's), and Inspection Reports (IR's).

"Tolson explained that he didn't feel it was important relative to
what you called the piece of paper, as long as the deficiency was
documented."

Cygna also asked Applicants how many CMC's and DCA's "existed from
day #1 until now" (which was 5/3/84), "and how CES could easily

determine which CMCs are design related?" Applicants response was /4/:
"a. Current # of CMCs to date is 97894, (CMC #18,400 through
30,000 were not used) so actual # of CMCs issued to date is
86,294,

"b. 20,300 DCAs and DC/DDAs have been irsued to date.

"c. Approximately 36,000 CMCs issued are pipe support related and
are not tracked by DCTG, and are not G&H design related.

"d. DCTG can identify which CMCs are pipe support engineering
related if CES requires that information."

Cygna also "requested information relative to the number of
Inspection Reports (IRs) issued at CPSES" /5/. They received the
following response:

"Donna [Lewellen, TUSI) called me [S. Bibo, Cygna] per request of
Tony Vega to supply me with requested information relative to the
number of Inspection Reports (IRs) issued at CPSES. Donna stated
that between the 'old' IR system and the 'new' IR system there are
in excess of 150,000 IRs. She stated that the new system has a
computerized log but that the old IRs were manually logged. e
old system contains about 100,000 IRs. Donna explained that the
number of IRs given is her 'best estimate'."

1LY

15/

See Attachment B hereto, Cygna Communications Report dated 5/3/84,
under Subject of: Review of CMCs.

See Attachment C hereto, Cygna Communications Report dated 5/15/84,
under Subject of: Inspection Reports.




Because of the preceding information, it is not at all clear to me

that Applicants' statement that the most commonly employed method to
implement changes in design of supports is through CMC's is correct.

As stated previously, Applicants did not provide any documentation that

this is true. And from the information supplied by Applicants to Cygna
(as contained in Attachments A, B, and C hereto), I am not certain that
Applicants can support their statement and prove that it is true.

For the preceding reasons, I cannot agree with Applicants' third

sentence.

Contrary :o Applicants' claims in the third, fourth, and fifth
sentences, this is one area (and I'm sure there are others) where
Applicants have had a total breakdown and complete loss of control of
design acceptance (no engineering approval for any change).

Although I could go through each of many aspects of Applicants’
procedures (such as DCA's), at this time I will concentrate primarily
on CMC's, since Applicants have specifically discussed them. Since
there are so many procedures and instructions to review, I have
attempted herein to address the CMC program in some detail, as an
illustration of Applicants' actual program. It is reasonable to assume
that similar problems exist in other aspects of their QA program which
I have dot had sufficient time to thoroughly review and address.

On page 52 of Applicants' Affidavit, it is stated regarding CMC's:

"It is important to note that the CMC process was intentionally

devised to provide a means to permit the craft to proceed with

necessary modifications of the support without awaiting

incorporation of the CMC into the design and design review."
(Emphasis in the original.)

10



As discussed in more detail later herein, Applicants’ above
statement is questionable. Although the procedures apparently were
later perverted to allow someone in the field to write up a CMC, then
have the craft proceed with modifications of the support without
awaiting proper approvals, it is not ciea. that this was the purpose

when the CMC program was first initiated.

To give a brief historical view on the CMC program, I refer the
Board to the first TUSI "Design Change Control" procedure, CP-EP-4.6,
Revision 0O, issued 8/13/79 (Attachment D hereto).

The Purpose of Procedure CP-EP-4.6, "Design Change Control," is
stated in Rev. 0 to be:

"2.1 PURPOSE

"This procedure establishes the method for control and
documentation of design changes to approved design documents
by the Comanche Peak Project Engineering (CPPF) group.

"This procedure will ensure that design changes are
originated, reviewed and approved by qualified organizations
having access to all pertinent background data. These
organizations (sic) are identified, documented and subject

to control measures commensurate with those applied to the
original design." (Emphasis added.)

1 assume that, instead of "organizations" in the last sentence in
the preceding, Applicants intended "design changes."” If this is
correct, then it would appear that this was a legitimate attempt to
comply with the provisions of the last paragraph of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, Criterion III, and of ANSI N45.2.11 (Applicants' Exhibit

148, admitted at Tr. 5398, and Addition to Applicants' Exhibit 148,

11



admitted following Tr. 7014), especially page 33, section 8., "Design
Change Control, first paragraph. (If my assumption is not correct,
Applicants' wording does not make any sense.)

Section 3.3 (page 6 of 23) of Rev. 0 of this procedure discusses
the CMC Procedures utilized by TUSI (Texas Util: .ies Services Inc.).
It should be noted that CMC's are utilized for electrical, piping,
instrumentation, and pipe supports. Section 3.3 discusses the CMC
procedure for the single part (blue) CMC card; similar wording is
contained in 3.3.4, the CMC procedure for the three-part memo CMC card.
Section 3.3.1, item i (page 7 of 23), states:

"i{. Section 8- Approved By- The originating engineer shall
approve the change and designate any other approvals
required. Additional approval is required by the original
design organization or their representative (see 3.2.3.b)

prior to issuing the CMC unless specifically authorized by a
CPPE procedure or instruction." (Emprases added.)

"NOTE: Refer to section 3.3.3 or 3.3.4 for other CMC
approval criteria."

And section 3.3.3, "Alternate Four Day Distribution" (page 9 of
23) states, in part:
"After all required aprovals have been obtained in accordance
with section 3.3.1.1i, the CMC may, at the discretaion of

originating engineer, be reproduced and distributed for
construction . . . " (Emphases added.)

The above portion of this procedure appears to have met some of
the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion III, for
design changes which occur in the field (i.e., the design change
document will have approval from the originating engineer). This
procedure requires approval by the originating organization prior to

construction of any design change.

12



Rev. 1 of CP-EP-4.6 ("Design Change Control Procedure- DCA's and

CMC's") was issued on 11/20/79; Rev. | was substantively about the same
as Rev., 0, with the title and approval blocks ¢6n the front changed).
Five months after Rev. 0 was issued (and a couple of months after Rev.
1 was issued), Applicants issued Rev. 2, "Field Design Change Control
Procedure," dated 1/31/80 (Attachment E hereto), which was a complete
revision of CP-EP-4.6. It stated, in part:

"2.1 PURPOSE

"To describe the method of documenting changes or deviations to

specified design/construction requirements by authorized field

personnel following release of engineering documents approved for
fabrication or comnstruction."

It is readily apparent by the statement of the purpose of this
procedure that the Applicants no longer wanted design changes to be
commensurate with the original design, as was stated in Rev. 0. The
Applicants now were allowing deviations to design documents without
qualified organizations having access to all pertinent background data,
as was stated in Rev. 0. It appears that this led to complete
reconfigurations of pipe supports which had no design calculations to
verify their capacity.

Sections 3.2 "REVIEW AND APPROVAL," and Section 3.3 "DESIGN
VERIFICATION," of Rev. 2 replaced some of the wording which was
contained in 3.3.,1(1) and 3.2.3(b) of Rev. 0, and stated, in parc:

"3.2 REVIEW AND APPROVAL

"Field orginated design changes/deviations shall be approved by

the original designers designated site representative unless
otherwise stated in formal engineering instructions supplementing

13



this procedure. The Resident Engineer shall maintain written
authorization of personnel designated as a 'G&H Design
Representative' or design representative of any other vendor.
Clarifications or design changes properly approved and issued by
the original design organization require only the signature of
the originating engineer/technician.

"DCA or CMC forms completed in accordance with the above
requirements are approved for fabrication or construction when
signed by the designated authorities." (Emphases added.)

"3.3 DESIGN VERIFICATION

"Design changes/deviations shall be reviewed either prior to or
after implementation by authorized personnel to confirm or
substantiate that the change is acceptable from an engineering
standpoint and consistent with the design basis (or input), FSAR
commitments and applicable codes and standards. This review will
normally be accomplished by the original design organization in
accordance with established procedures although the provisions of
Ref. 1-B may be utilized at the discretion of the Engineering and
Construction Manager." (Emphases added.)

The last sentence of the first paragraph of section 3.2 above
allowed all design documents that were issued for construction to have
design changes approved by technicians and not the original engineer.
This is not in compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion
III, last paragraph. This approval method allowed fabrication and
construction to continue without consulting the original design
organization as to whether ornot the change was consistent with the
design basis (or input), FSAR commitments, and applicable codes and
standards.

ATTACHMENT 2 - CMC Form Completion, stated, in part:

"5. 1. Section 8 - Approved By - The originating engineer/
technician shall approve the change and designate any
other approvals required (see paragraph 3.2 of CP-EP-
4.6). Prior to issuing the CMC unless otherwise

specifically delineated by a CP-EI instruction
supplementing this procedure." (Emphases added.)

14



"j. Section 9 - Distribution - If not predesignated, the
engineer/technician preparing the CMC shall enter (on
the front of the CMC) the name of each agency (and
document control number) requiring distribution and
shall indicate the number of required copies for each."
(Emphasis added.)

ANSI N45.2.11, Section 6.1, Design Verification /6/, does not
allow the originating engineer/technician to approve their own work, as
is indicated in the above. It should be noted that this appears to be
the revision of the procedure which allowed the "somewhat
knowledgeable" individuals to make design changes. These design
changes resulted in unstable supports which went uncorrected for three
years, and undoubtedly would have gone completely uncorrected if Mr.
Doyle and I had not testified before the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board in these proceedings.

Rev. 3 of CP-EP-4.6, issued on 2/18/80, was basically the same as
Rev. 2, except for a2 change in Referencees. Then on 7/18/80, Applicants
issued Rev. 4 of CP-EP-4.6 (Attachment F hereto).

Under Section 3.4, "DISTRIBUTION," of Rev. 4 (page 3 of 10), the
following wording from the same sectioun of Rev. 3 has been deleted:

"To the extent feasible, distribution should be shown on the face

of the change/deviation document to facilitate implementation of

site document control procedures."

This deletion lessened the document control procedures.

And on Attachment 2, "CMC FORM COMPLETION," page 7 of 10, the

wording has been changed as shown below:

i3



From Rev, 3:

"S5. 3. Section 9 - Distribucion - If not predesignated, the
Egginoer/Technicigg preparing the CMC shall enter (on
the front of the CMC) the name of each agency (and
document control number) requiring distributicn end
shall indicate the number of requicred copies fer each.”
(Emphasis added.)

From Rev. &4:

"5. Jj. Section 9 - Distribution - If not predesignated, the
Engineer/Technician preparing the CMC shall eat<r the
name of each agency requiring an 'Engineering and Offic:
Use Only' copy and shall indicate the number of required
copies for each." (Emphasis added.)

It appears to we that Anplicants lessened the requirements of this
procedure from requiri g distribution of controlled copies, to
distribution to each age cy requiring an "Engineering and Office Use

Only" copy, which (it ie m’ u.'erstanding) is not controlled.

Applicants next ‘ssued Rev. 5 of CP-ti-. .6, on 8/5/80 (which was
substantively about the same as Rev. 4). Then on 10/27/80, Applicants
issued Rev. 6 of CP-EP-4.6 (Attachment G hereto). Included in the
changes made to Section 3.2, "REVIEW AND APPROVAL," was the following:

Prom Rev. 5, Sectfon 3.2, second paragraph (page 2 of 10):

"DCA or CMC forms completed in accordance with the above

requirerments are approved for fabrication our construction when

signed by the designated authorities. Subsequent review and

approval by the Original Design Organization shall be accomplished
- ~he provisions of Reference 1-A." (Emvhasis added.)

lev. 6, Section 3.2, this second paragraph (page 2 of 10) has
1 ~8 follows:
nt review and approval by the original design

.ation shall be accomplished per the provisions of Reference
. hnd l-'-"

i6



It appears to me that Applicants have again lessened the
requirements of this procedure by deleting the provision that

fabrication or construction is approved when the designated authorities

siga the CMC (or DCA) forms, thus allowing fabricatioa or comstruction

to proceed prior to such approval from the original design
organization. This revision also clearly demonstrates the Applicants'
intent not to consider the design basis (or inputs), FSAR commitments,
or applicable codes and standards which were used in the original
design prior to the design change.

A major change which was made in Rev. 6 of CP-EP-4.6 was that they
completely eliminated the following section which was contained in Rev.
5 at page 3 of 10:

"3.7 INTERFACE CONTROL

"Changes/deviations to engineered items involving Design Engineer

and vendor interfaces, such as equipment foundation details, shall

be reviewed with both the Design Engineer and the vendor for
comp!iance with design requirements prior to approval for
fabrication or construction."

The preceding appears to me to be a necessary part of the
procedure. It appears that Applicants also believed this to be true,
since they had included "Identification of Interfaces" (Section 3.4.4,
Reve. O and 1, pages 11 and 12 of 23) or "Interface Control" (Section
3.7, Revs. 2, 3, 4, and 5, page 3 of 10) in the original and all
previous revisions of this procedure. In fact, "Interface Control" was
added back in Rev. 7 of CP-EP-4.6 (page 3 of 10) (Attachment H hereto),
with some changes which appear to have made the requirements less

stringent than in previous revisions (as indicated by the underscored

portions of the following); an additional paragraph was also added:

17



"3.6 INTERFACE CONTROL

"Significant changes/ceviations to engineered items involving A/E

and vendor interfaces for equipment foundation details shall be

reviewed with both the A/E and the vendor for compliance with

design requirements prior to approval for fabrication or

construction." (Emphases added.)

"Formal documentation where vendor or A/E approval is required

shall be accomplished in accordance with Reference i-A and 1-B."

The next revision, Rev. 8, issued 9/22/83 (Attachment I hereto),
was a major revision (see especially sections 2.4.4, page 2 of 15; 3.1,
pages 2, 3, and 4 of 15; 3.2.5, second paragraph, page 6 of 15;
Attachment 1, page 7 of 15; and Figure 1, page 13 of 15). I will not
attempt to detail each of the changes here, but will make -nly a few
comments.

In this revision, for the first time, "Engineering Change
Requests" are mentioned and discussed (see 2.4.4, 3.1, Attachment 1,

and Figure 1). These documents are defined as (page 2 of 15):

"2.4.4  Engineering Change Requests

"A document used to forward engineering, design, or technical
information between engineering organizations for the purposes of
initiating drawing revisions. The ECR is & communication/
interface documen:t which does not authorize fabrication or
construction.” (First emphasis, title, in the original; remaining
emphases added.)

The following wording regarding Engineering Change Requests
(ECR's) should be noted:

"3:1:2 Specific Scope of ECR's

"The specific scope of changes (i.e., systems, subsystems, areas,
engineering documents, etc.) to be processed by ECR's shall be
administratively defined by the CPP Engineering Manager."




"NOTE : Chan‘ec critical to construction in terms of an

immediate need for implementation may be exempted from
the scope of ECR's on a case by case basis. Changes
processed in this manne: shall be documented by DCA/CMC;

however, the chauge shall be authorized by specified
engineering management personnel." (Emphases added.)

The inclusion of the exemption referenced above for "[c]hanges
critical to construction in terms of an immediate need for
implementation” in this QA/QC procedure appears to me to be contrary to
the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion I, of
independence [rom cost and schedule considerations.

There is also what appears to be a significant change in wording
for design verification between Rev., 7 and Rev. 8, which again lessens
the requirements of the procedure:

From Rev. 7, Section 3.5, second paragraph, page 3 of 10:

"In the event the design verification activities indicate the

change/deviation is unacceptable, the reviewing agency shall

notify the Engineering Manager/Discipline Field Engineer who will,
on the area in question, place a 'Hold' or rescind and reissue the
change/deviation. Any physical corrective action required in
problem areas will be evaluated and formulated on a case by case
basis." (Emphasis added.)

From Rev. 8, Section 3.2.5, second paragraph, page 6 of 15:

"In the event the design verficiation activitizs indicate the

change/deviation is uaacceptable, the reviewing agency shall

notify the originating organization who may, on the area in
question, place a 'Hold' or rescind and reissue the change/
deviation. Any physical ccrrective action required in problem
areas shall be evaluated and formulated on a case by case basis.”

(Emphasis added.)

The next revision to CP-EP-4.6, Rev. 9 (Attachment J hereto), was
issued 11/4/63. Among the several changes were the following which I

believe lessen the requirements of the procedure:
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Rev. 9 added the following wording to section 2.1 "PURPOSE" (page
1 of 15):

". « . Note, supplemental engineering procedures/instructions may
be used to describe and implement alternate methods of design
~hange control."

Regacding the use of Engineering Change Requests (ECR's), the
tollowing woraing (as indicated by underscored portion) wu.s deleted:

From Rev. 8, page 3 of 15:

"3.1.5.2 ASME Reiated: Stamping Complete

"INE shall categorize the proposed change as a major, miror, or

critical change and complete design control activities as
specified in Reference 1-B. . ." (Emphasis added.)

From Rev. 9, page 4 of 15:
"3.1.5.3 ASME Related: Sctamping L mplete

"TNE shall complete design control acti~ities as specified in
Reference 1-B. . . "

The most recent revision to CP?-EP=4.6 which was provided to CASE
by Applicants was Rev. 10, issued 4/16/84 (Attachment ¥ hereto); it
appears to be substantively about the same as Rev. 9, at .east insofar

as CMC's are concerned.

Rev. 0 of Procedure CP-EP-4.6 does not allow the CMC to be use! to
document deficient construction practices. This procedure did not
allow construction to continue and to be verifi.d acceptable later,
much less three or four years down the road, when the Applicants are

requesting an operating license for their multibillion dollar plant.
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The CMC program, it appears to me (and I was under this
impression while I worked at Comanche Peak), initially was a tool which
would allow engineering to accept a proposed field modification prior
o construction. This is standard industry practice.

The problems with the CMC's were not a specific allegation by
myself or Mr. Doyle. They became an issue in these hearings after
App icants' Witness Mr. Finneran stated that "somewhat knowledgeable"
field engineers had created unstable supports when utilizing the CMC's
(see 9/15/82 Tr. 4953-4985, especially 4962/23-4963/5).

Since that notable statement was made, I have learned that the
CMC's are not commensurate with the original design; i{.2., engineering
approval does not precede construction. The CMC's are used to document
and resolve construction deficiencies as well as design deficiencies,
as-built configurations, requests from engineering for field
modifications, etc. For exaople, in the attached 5/10/84 Cygna Phase 3
Communications Report (Attachment A hereto), which was discussed on
page & herein, the following was stated:

"We asked to meet with D. Wade to clarify in our minds exactly

what 'vehicles' were used at CPSES to document design

deficiencies. Dave asked that R. Tolson be brought into the
discussion.

"Tolson and Wade explained that in addition to such documents as
Nonconformance Reports (NCR's), Deficiency Review Reports (DRR's),
Corrective Action Requests (CAR's), Signfican® Deficiency Analysis
Reports (SDAR'e), etc., other documents could bo used to document
design deficiencies. These documents are Computer (sic -- should
be Component) Modification Cards (CMC's), Design Change
Authorizations (DCA's), and Inspection Reports (IR's).

"Tolson explained that he didn't feel it was important relative to
what you called the piece of paper, as long as the deficiency was
documented." (Emphases added.)
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As another example, the attached 5/24/84 Cygna Phase 3
Communications Report under Subject of "Inspection Reports" (Attachment
L hereto) states, in part (last paragraph):

"In addition, it was explained that construction had the option of

going to engineering and asking for DCA/CMC to be issued to accept

the unsatisfactory condition ('use-as-is'). QC would then be
called to reinspect the item. The DCA/CMC (issued by engineering)
would serve an an engineering evaluation of the nonconformance
with a disposition of 'use as is.'"

With all these uses for CMC's (not to mention the use of so many
different types of documents for documenting design deficiencies), the
Applicants have lost control of design changes in the field. They
cannot pick up a CMC and say that this particular CMC was approved by
engineering for a prcpesed field modification, or say the CMC was used
to correct a design deficiency, or say whether the CMC created a design
deficiency. The CMC program developed into a program in which field
engineers, or construction personnel, were able to proceed with no
design responsibility or repercussions just to get the plant built and
no attention was given to whether or not the change was commensurate
with the original design, whether or not it had safety significance
(for instance, . :stable supports), or whether or not pressure was
applied to the people who had done the original design to verify that
the design change was acceptable.

This is an observation about which the NRC Resident Inspectors for
Comanche Peak were concerned:

From NRC Region IV 1976 Trend Analysis (NRC Staff Exhibit 184,

admitted into evidence at Tr. 2336), by Robert Stewart (see Tr. 2358):




"During the early part of 1976, it became apparent to the
Principal Inspector that the effectiveness of the licensee's QA/QC
Program was in a state of degradation as a resuli of a domineering
and overpowering control by the contractor's site construction
management,"

From NRC Region IV 1979 Trend Analysis, pages 2 and 3, item f.
"Effectiveness of QA/QC Program" (NRC Staff Exhibit 195, admitted into
evidence at Tr. 2336), by Robert Taylor (see Tr. 2358):

"+ « « What 1 have begun to see, but have difficulty proving, is
that the Brown ° Root construction philosophy is to build
something any way they want to and then put it up to the engineer
to document and approve che as-built condition. If the engineer
refuses, he is “lamed for being to (sic) conservative and not
responsive to the client's needs. Thus the driving force behind
my request for a special engineering audit of site operations. . .

". + « too often an installation clearly accomplished other than
as originally designed and buildable has been approved by the
licensee's on-site engineering arm as fulfilling requirements. In
effezt, the engineer has approved a nonconforming installation in
advance of QC being called. QC is thern signing for the as-huilt
condition and the underlying problem is mot addressed. . .

And from page 3, item g. Any Other Trends Indicative of Poor

Performance of NRC Staff Exhibit 195:
". + . It seems likely to me that the licensee will use his full
powers to be less open with us in the area of identified
construction deficiencies than he has in the past. I think he
will take maximum advantage of part 50.55(e) and the guidance to
go through the necessary formalities but avoid, if at all
possible, having to report to us. . ."
And from NRC Staff Exhibit 181, NRC Region IV Inspection Report
50-445/80-25, 50-446/80-25, Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance for 8/1/79-7/31/2( (admitted into evidence at Tr.

2336):
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"

g. Effectiveness and Attitudes of Licensee Personnel in
Complying with NRC Requirements

L
. . .

Licensee Construction and Engineering Managemen: - The NRC
personnel stated that it appears there is a continuing
tendency to engineer away construction problems rather than
enforce compliance to drawings and specifications. The
licensee stated that he is taking several management actions
with the engineering and construction personnel to alleviate
this situation. The NRC personnal stated that there was no
specific regulatery concern since safety does not appear to
have been compromised as yet but could possibly be sometime
in the future if appropriate actions were not taken as
indicated above. . . "

(See also NRC Staff Exhibit 180, ":tupplemental Testimony of

William A. Crossman, Robert C. Stewart and Robert G. Taylor Regarding

the Annual Assessments of the Applicants' Performance (Contention 5),"

and discussion at Tr. 2320-2327 and 2337-2378.)

(NRC

7):

than

less

In addition, the NRC's Construction Appraisal Team (CAT) Report

Staff Exhibit 206, bound in following Tr. 6286) stated (page IX-

"The review of these CMCs and inspection documentation in the
ASME area by the NRC CAT inspector also revealed that design
changes are apparently initiated as a result of the performance of
QC inspection. These changes are then processed to accept the
‘as-built' configuration, rather than modify the support to
actually satisfy the design document in effect at the time of the
ianspection. These practices do not provide incentives to the
crafts to properly construct in strict accordance with the design
document.”" (Emphasis added.)

In addition, Procedure CP-EP-4.6 has been revised 10 times in less
five years; Instruction CP-EI-4.6-8 has been revised 8 times in

than four years. Other procedures and instructions have been

similarly revised. The changes to these procedures are not always
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specifically marked with lines to the side of the page and in some
instances are almost complete revisions, thus making it difficult to
determine what the specific changes are. In addition, the controlled
copies of the procedures and instructions at Comanche Peak in the past
have not always been kept up-to-date /7/. This makes it difficult for
individuals to know which procedures and instructions tney should be

following at any given time.

At the bottom of page 50 of Applicants' Affidavit, they state:
"The majority of these changes are, however, of a minor nature."
The design guidelines for field modifications (CP-EP-4.6) does not
classify or restrict the extent of any of the field changes. It should
be noted that it was rot until two days after Applicants' affiants
signed their 7/3/84 Affidavit that Applicants issued Rev. 8 to TUGCO
Instruction CP-EI-4.6-8 (referenced in Applicants' Affidavit at page
51), to which the following was added:
#3.2.1 . « &
"Guidlines outlining the complexity and type of design changes to
be utilized by CMC's shall be established by the Chief
* Engineer(s)."
(Compare attached copies of TUGCC Engineering Division Instruction CP-
EI-4.6-8, Rev. 7, issued 9/21/83, Attachment M hereto, and Rev. 8,
issued 7/5/84, Attachment N hereto, page 2 of 6.)

I could go on and provide example after example of field

modifications which are major in nature compared to the original

E

See NRC Staff Exhibit 206, CAT Report, bound in following Tr. 6286,
;:EE IX-3, next-to-last paragraph, last paragraph continued top of page
IX-4, and first full paragraph on page IX-4; also, page IX-4, item
(3)a, second paragraph, and first two paragraphs on page IX-6.
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design. A change which makes a support unstable, for instance, is a
major change, as Applicants' Witness Reedy testified in September of
1982 (Tr. 4973/5-4974/5). 0f the drawings which CASE received on
discovery on the Cygna Report, all the calculations for eac* entire
support were done after the support had been installed in .he field.
The reason for this, I believe, was that the changes were so large that
no previous calculation would have been meaningful. An example is CASE
Exhibit 939, for support RH-1-010-003-S22R /8/, on the sheet labelled 2
of 5; there were no original calculations provided, and under design
changes it states:

"As the structure has been modified completely in the field with
new NPSI - Hardwave, review of tue entire structure will be done."

The implication from CASE Exhibit 939, and because of all the major
changes in other supports (without Applicants having provided the
original calculations), is that there was no design effort prior to
construction of the pipe supports because of the CMC program.

For all of the reasons stated above, Applicants' fourth sentence
in their fifth Statement of Material Facts is not true. For the
changes to be commensurate with the original design, design review must
come prior to construction. The first sentence of Applicants' fourth
Statement of Material Facts states:

"Each design organization has implemented design control measures

which include verification and/or checking of the adequacy of each

design, including the initial design of the piping or support

prior to release of the design for construction.” (Emphasis in
the original.)

/8/ Copies of CASE Exhibit 939 were provided to the Board and parties with
cross—-examination documents supplied to Cygna by CASE on 3/19/84.
Please advise if we need to provide additional copies.
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What is stated in Applicants' procedures regarding CMC's is not
consistent with the first sentence in Applicants' fourth Statement of
Material Facts (as quoted above); for Applicants' procedures to be
consistent with that sentence, all design changes would have to be
completed and approved by the original design organization prior to
release of the design for constructicen.

Applicants state in their Affidavit at the bottom of page 51:

"CMCs require approval by authorized field engineers before

release for further action, i.e., construction and submittal for

design review."

However, as discussed in the preceding (at page 14 of this
pleading), with Rev., 2 of CP-EP-4.6, issued 1/31/80 (Attachment E
hereto), this was changed to engineers/ technicians.

At the bottom of page 51, continued top of page 52 of Applicants
Affidavit, they state that authority for approving changes by CMC's "is
granted to individual Field Engineers by the PSE Chief Engineer, and is
based on each person's work performance and experience." Nowhere in
Applicants' procedures have I found anything to substantiate that there
are specific criteria for the granting of this authority, much less
what the criteria are. 1In addition, one must wonder what criteria were
used in allowing the "somewhat knowledgeable" and "somewhat
inexperienced" individuals to make design changes which created
instability and other probiems (see discussions at Tr. 4958/13-4959/8,
4961/22-4963/6, and Tr. 6403/5-6404/25, which were also referenced at
pages XXVI - 2 through -~10 of CASE's Proposed Findings of Fact and

Conclusions of Law (Walsh/Doyle Allegations)).
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At the top of page 52 of their Affidavit, Applicants state:

"It is common practice for the field engineers to perform

calculations, request STRUDL analyses or consult with Design

Engineers in PSE to obtain reasonable assurance that the change

made will be acceptable when it is design reviewed."

It should b2 noted that this is not stated to be a requirement,
and the results are not retained.

At page 52 (first full paragraph) of Applicants' Affidavit, they
state:

"It is important to note that the CMC process was intentionally

devis~d to provide a means to permit the craft without awaiting

incorporation of the CMC into the design and design review."
(Emphasis in the original.)

As discussed in the preceding (pages 10 and 11 of this Affidavit),
it appears that this statement is questionable, based upon the wording
of the procedures.

Further, it should be noted that there is no indication that any
of Applicants' affiants were actually involved and have personal

knowledge of what was intentionally done regarding the original CMC

process; and none of Applicants' affifnts is shown as the preparer or
approver of the original or any revisions of TUSI Procedure CP-EP-4.6
(see Attachments D through K hereto), nor of the 9/2/80 original or
5/14/81 Rev. 1 of TUSI Instruction CP-EI-4.6-8, both of which are
discussed by Applicants on page 51 of their Affidavit.

Applicants' procedures and instructions which I have reviewed do
seem to indicate that the CMC process has been used to make changes in

the field which led to deficient pipe supports, without first obtaining
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approval or consulting with those who have the responsibility for
design. My review did not consider the consequences when the CMC's
were used for piping, cable tray supports, instrumentation, or for
other structures or systems. However, the results of my review of pipe
supports calls into question all the other items which the CMC's were
used for.

If Applicants did indeed intentionally devise the CMC process to

provide a means to permit the craft to proceed with modificiations of
supports without awaiting irncorporation of the CMC into the design and

design review, as they have stated is the case, this was a blatant and

deliberate violation of 10 CFR Fart 50, Appendix B, Criteriom III, and

ANSI N45.2.11.
This is also a violation of TUGCO/TUSI CPSES Quality Assurance
Plar, Section 3.0, Design Control (pertinent portions of which are

included as Attachment O hereto /9/), which states, in part:

"3.0.3 Design Change

"Changes to the design are docummented, reviewed, and approved by
the original designers commensurate with the controls applied to
the original design. These controls extend to the disposition of
field changes and nonconformances. Approved changes are
incorporated into or identified on the original design document.

"The TUGCO QA Division assures that the design process including
design changes is performed in accordance with approved
prccedures. Gibbs & Hill and Westinghouse quality assurance
organizations audit their respective design organizations to
ensure compliance to approved procedures and instructions."

It should be noted that both these versions of the Plan were

approved by an affiant to Applicants' Affidavit, D. N. Chapman.

The attached portion is from the most recent version which CASE has,
dated 1/26/84. The exact wording for this pairticular section is also
included in another revision which CASE has, dated 5/6/82.
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Since the Applicants have utilized this improper method of
construct and design, and it is continuing, the audits which have been
performed regarding these procedures are meaningless. They are
meaningless because the audits have not identified this serious
violation of NRC regulations and applicable codes.

Applicants state (page 52, last sentence of middle paragraph):

"In short, approval of the CMC by the authorized field engineer

does not constitute approval of the changes as a design change,

only a release to make the field change, subject to revision at
any point by the support design organizations during the process
of incorporating the CMC into the design and design review."

(Emphases in the original.)

Normally, the word "approval" on any controlled design document
would be considered to be approval from the engineering organization,
not approval from a "somewhat knowledgeable" individual. The approval
is normally taken as approval from the original design organization.
This approval would be then commensurate with the original design and
in compliance with NRC regulations and applicable codes. It is
unfortunate that the Applicants have misused the word "approval;" they
have their meaning and the rest of the industry has a different
meaning. (See also discussion at page 22 of the Walsh/Doyle Affidavit,

CASE's Answer to Applicants’' Statement of Material Facts As To Which

There Is No Genuine Issue Regarding Stability of Pipe Supports.)

On page 52 of Applicants' Affidavit, first sentence, last
naragraph, they state:

"The CPPE requirement that CMCs initiated by any discipline be
de ™ reviewed either prior to or after release for
implementation, is delineated in Section 3.2.5 of CP-EP-4.6,
'Field Design Change Control.'"




6.

However, it does not appear that this was true until 1/31/80 when

Rev. 2 was issued (see discussion at pages 12-14 herein).

There are other of Applicants' statements and procedures discussed
in Applicants' Affidavit pages referenced as support for Applicants'
Statement 5 which I would like to address. However, because of the
limited time frame under which I am working, and the difficulty and
amount of time required to thoroughly review the procedures and
instructions obtained on discovery, I feel that I must at this time

move on to the next Statement of Material Facts.

Applicants state:

"The as-built certification process for piping and support design
provides assurance that the piping and support designs at Comanche Peak
incorporate all design changes and that additional piping and support
analyses a.e performed, as necessary, to assure the adequacy of the as-
built designs. These design changes are also subject to design review
in a manner commensurate with the design control measures applicable to
initial design. (Affidaivt at 56-63.)"

I should point out at the outset that I have not reviewed any of
the documents provided specifically regarding Gibbs & Hill or
Westinghouse at the time of this Affidavit, and 1 am not addressing
those documents here. There was simply so much information (supplied
on discovery by Applicants in support of their Motion -- a stack about
two feet tall) to go through that I decided in this Partial Answer to

concentrate on only 3 of the 5 design organizations, with which I am

most familiar: NPSI, ITT Grinnell, and PSE.
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Since I have not reviewed all the documents, T cannot agree that
Applicants' statements regarding Gibbs & Hill or Westinghouse are
correct. In addition, it is my understanding that PSE and TNE are
doing work which Gibbs & Hill used to do.

Regarding NPSI and ITT Grinnell, at page 60 of Applicants'
Affidavit, they state:

"The as-built certification processes performed by NPSI and ITT
Grinnell for ASME Class 2 and 3 supports are very similar. The
as-built certification process is conducted in accordance with CP-
EI-4.5-4 'Technical Services Engineering Instruction for Pipe
Hanger Design Review and Certification' and in accordance with
each organization's procedures. The NPSI work procedures
governing this work effort are 3.1.6 'As-Built Design Review
Procedure (ASME Class 2 & 3), 3.1.7 'As-Built Design Review
Procedure (ASME Class 1), and 3.1.8 'Procedure for Final

- Approval', which establish the methods for the review of the as-
built support to the piping as-built analysis loads, and final
certification of the support design by an authorized engineer.
For ITT, the procedures employed for this purpose are those used
for the original design, discussed previously."

The ITT procedures were previously discussed on page 39 of
Applicants' Affidavit, which stated:

"Q. Mr. Powers, what design specifications and requirements
govern the ITTG support design process?

"A. Gibbs & Hill design specification MS-46A 'Nuclear Safety
Class Pipe Hangers and Supports' is the controlling project design
specification for pipe support design activities by ITTG. This
specification is reviewed, accepted, and implemented in accordance
with Section QCH-2.0 of 'ITT Grinnell Corp. QA Manual - Pipe
Hanger Divisicn' ('PHDQAM') and Section QCES-2.3.0 of 'ITT
Grinnell Corp. Engineering Services Quality Assurance Manual’
('BSQAH')." _/_E/

/10/ Applicants are refusing to provide CASE with Gibbs & Hill design
specification MS-46A on discovery (see discussion on page 2 and
footnote 1 herein).
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At the bottom of page 61, Applicants refer to the final acceptance
of a support by stamping a BRH drawing "Vendor Certified" and signing
the drawing. I believe that this vendor certified stamping process is
a creature which the Applicants created to discredit the information
which Mr. Doyle and I presented to the Board, and to mislead the Board
intc believing that we were just looking at preliminary design
drawings. This was necessary because without additional verification
beyond what Applicants had been doing, there was an obvious serious
breakdown in their quality assurance program to assure that their pipe
supports could perform their intended function.

Based on what I know at this time, it appears that the reason this
breakdown occurred is that the original design organization had an
engineer approve the drawing and indicated that in the title block
under approval when it was issued to construction, But after the
drawing was received onsite, they pasted over a new title block which
indicated only drafting approval and not engineering approval. This
change was not commensurate with the original design approval. All
changes in the title block after that were drafting approval only. The

Applicants did not have a procedure set up until 2/17/83 so that one

could be certain that the drawing and the as-built support had the
approval of engineering and not just of drafting. This new procedure
came 7 months after I first testified before the Licensing Board.

In my review of documents in preparation of this Partial Answer, I

attempted to determine whether or not the requirement existed that an
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engineer ever sign off giving approval for the drawing. I did this by
first reviewing TUSI Instruction CP-EI-4,5-4, "Technical Services
Engineering Instruction for Pipe Hanger Design Review," Revisions 0, 1,
2, and 3; it appears that this requirement is not contained in them and
that it was not included in this Instruction until Revision 4,
"Technical Services Engineering Instruction for Pipe Hanger Design
Review and Certification,' dated 2/17/83 (at Section 3.2.2), when the
first mention was made of "vendor certified" (compare Revisions 3 and
4, Attachments P and Q hereto, respectively).

Section 2.4.2 of CP-EI-4.5-4, Rev. 3, referred to reference 1-A,
which was shown to be CP-EP-4.5, "Design Verification." I then
reviewed CP-EP-4.5. The most recent revision provided by Applicants,
Rev. 1, dated 2/18/80, stated in item 3.4 "The design verification
method, results and the verifier's approval shall be documented as
described in subordinate instructions;" however, the subordinate
instructions were not specified. I believe them to be CP-EI-4.5-4,
which is discussed above. I therefore concluded that Applicants did

not have a procedure set up until 2/17/83 so that one could be certain

that the drawing and the as-buillt support had the approval of
engineering and not just of drafting.

This is further supported by the fact that while I was working at
Comanche Peak, I had not heard of any vendor certification or vendor
certified stamping program. I was aware that the supports were to be

evaluated for the requirements of IE Bulletins 79-02 and 79-14 for the




as-built condition. The drawings which Mr. Doyle and I were concerned
with were stamped "As-Built," leading me to believe that these supports
were final design supports and constructed in the field with
calculations already having been done to verify that the support was
acceptable. But the first time I ever heard of "vendor certiried"
drawings was during the September 1982 hearings.

Applicants did not refer to any "vendor certified" drawings in
their prefiled testimony or their supplemental testimony regarding Mr.
Doyle's allegations for the September 1982 hearings /11/. 1In fact,
in Applicants' prefiled testimony {(Applicants' Exhibit 142), they refer
to the "as-built" program (Finneran, page 25, A61), the final as-built
piping and support verification program (Krishnan, page 26, A62), "our
as-built program" (Chang, page 28, A68), the final as-built analysis
(Scheppele, page 33, A81), final piping and support system ( page 34,
Q83), a comprehensive as-built program and final ASME Code verification
(Scheppele, page 34, A83), a comprehensive as-built program (Finneran,
page 34, AB4), the as-built program (Finneran, page 34, Q85 and A85;
and page 55, Q86 and A86), and the final as-built piping and support
analysis (Scheppele, Reedy, Chang, Finneran and Krishn=n, page 36,
A87). And in their Supplementai Testimony regarding Doyle Allegations
(Applicants' Exhibit 142F, pages 6 and 7, Q20 and A20), Mr. Finneran
stated:

"Q20. 1Is it true, as Mr. Doyle has indicated, that a revision on

a pipe support drawing that has been stamped 'as-built' indi_ates
that engineering review for the drawing is complete?

11/ See Applicants' Exhibits 142 (prefiled 9/3/82) and 142F, respectively,
both aamitted into evidence on 9/14/82, at Tr. 4794,
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"A20. (Finneran) No. The approval blnack on the 'as-built' pipe
support drawing signifies drafting approval only. It indicates
only that all design changes have been incorporated into the pipe
support drawing. To determine the status of the design review of
a particular support, one must examine the design package for the
pipe supports in the original design organization file. 1In
addition, when the support has been finally reviewed to the 'as-
built' piping analysis loads, the support drawing will be
appropriately stamped and signed by a qualified engineer in
accordance with program procedures. The documents that Mr. Doyle
was referring to were not so stamped and signed by a qualified
engineer." (Bmphasis added.)

But, as discussed above, it appears that Applicants did not have

a procedure set up until 2/17/83 so that one could be certain that the

drawing and the as-built support had the approval of engineering and
not just of drafting. The procedure which did exist was CP-EI-4,5-4,
which does refer to a design package, but this information (i.e.,
engineering approval) is not transmitted to the as-built construction

drawing.

During the 9/16/E2 hearings, Applicants presented Applicants'
Exhibit 147, which was stamped "Vendor Certified Drawing;" it was
Revision No. 4, dated 9/13/82 (see Tr. 5193/4-25; see also Tr. 5194-
5202, 5295/5-5298/7, and 5305/8~5306/4). 1t is my belief that
Applicants had not ecrfginally planned to include "vendor certified"
drawings in their p:ocedures, and that it was not until after I had
testified and after Mr. Doyle had given his deposit.on that Applicants
came up with tuis "vendor certified" program.

This belief is based not only on the documents I have just

reviewed for this Partial Answer, but is supported by the statements of
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then-NRC Senior Resident Inspector - Conmstruction for Comanche Peak,
Robert Taylor, during the May 1983 hearings (at Tr. 6404):

"JUDGE BLOCH: I'm sorry, but there is a question floating in my
mind, which is whether you could reconcile the first answer with
the second answer.

"WITNESS TAYLOR: Again I believe that is possible. Applican. has
as _a result of their own findings, the allegations of Mr. Doyle
and Walsh, and the SIT team findings, but largely of their own
response in my view, has provided additional programatic controls
primarily through the aspects of design review, what we now
casually refer to as the VCD program, to eliminate the earlier
phase errors of engineering.

"In other words, our iterative process.”" (Eanphases added.)

Mr. Taylor refers to the Applicants' own findings as the reason
the VCD program was established. However, these "findings" were not
included in Applicants' Affidavit, nor has any evidence been presentud
to the Licensing Board to substantiate Mr. Ta-lor's claim in this
regard. Mr. Taylor's reference to the NRC Special Inspzsction Team
(SIT) findings is referring to the NRC Staff's investigation which came
about becausc of the Walsh/Doyle allegations. Without the Walsh/Doyle
allegations, there would have been no SIT team.

The SIT Report (NRC Staff Exhibit 207) was issued on 2/15/83 --
two days prior to the issuance of the procedure for what is now known
as the Vendor Certified Drawing (VCD) program. On page 11 of the
Report, the SIT claims that they reviewed Instruction CP-EI-4.5-4, On
pages 15 and 16, regarding steps 7 and 9, respectively, of the
Applicants' iterative design program, the SIT refers to the supports

being stamped "veudor certified." On pages 54 and 55, the SIT refers
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to "Inspection of Vendor Certified Supports.” The SIT's position at
the time of the SIT Reports was that all the supports but one from the
Walsh/Doyle allegations were "interim designs,” and not vendor
certified. But the SIT Report neglected tc inform the Licensing Board
that there was no procedure in place for the VCD program at the time of
their Report. What the SIT attempted to show was that the concerns
that Mr. Doyle and I had were regarding preliminary designs, not final
designs, and that a program was in place to correct all design
deficiencies. This program was not in effec. while I was employed at
Comanche Peak, nor was it in effect while the SIT was at Comanche Peak.
This position which was taken by the SIT only demonstrates again the
NRC Staff's position of being biased toward the Applicants (see also
CASE's Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Walsh/Doyle

Allegations), pages XXVII - 35 through -39).

7. through 16.
I cannot agree with Applicants' Statements 7 through 16, since I
have not had time to adequately review and address them or the
information provided to back them up. I would have liked to have had

additional time in which to address the specific Statements further.
documents, and the difficulty and amount of time necessary to review

and analyze them, have made it impossible to adequately review and

discuss all of them at this time.
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In addition, the Roard should consider all of the other CASE's
Answers to Applicants' Motions for Summary Disposition as they pertain
to Applicants' design and design QA/QC program, since there are
numerous examples of breakdowns in their program contained in those
Answers, which are too voluminous to repeat here. However, I corporate
them herein by reference, and with additional time, CASE could provide
a cross-reference to those Answers for the Board's convenience.

Further, the Board should consider all of the information
contained in CASE's 8/22/83 Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions
of Law (Walsh/Doyle Allegations), especially, but not limited to,
Sections XIX, XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX, and XXX. It would have been
necessary for me to have submitted a dociment similar in volume and
content to CASE's Proposed Findings in order to adequately address and
answer Applicants’' Motion for Summary Di:position. Obviously, this was
not possible in the length of time available, but I believe that CASE
should be allowed to supplement this Partial Answer and ask that the

Board allow us to do so.
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The preceding CASE's Answer to Applicants' Statement of Material Facts
As To Which There Is No Genuine Issue was prepared under the personal
direction of the undersigned, CASE Witness Mark Walsh. I can be contacted
through CASE President, Mrs. Juanita Ellis, 1426 S. Polk, Dallas, Texas
75224, 214/946-9446.,

My qualifications and background are already a part of the record in
these proceedings. (See CASE Exhibit 841, Revision to Resume of Mark Walsh,
accepted into evidence at Tr. 7278; see also Board's 12/28/83 Memorandum and
Order (Quality Assurance for Design), pages 14-16.)

I have read the statements therein, and they are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge and belief. 1 do not consider that Applicants
have, in their Motion for Summary Disposition, adequately responded tc the
issues raised by CASE Witness Jack Doyle and me; however, I have attempted

to comply with the Licensing Board's directive to answer only the specific

Seak £4lL.

(Signed) Mark Walsh

statements made by Applicants.

STATE OF TEXAS

On this, the J-ﬂ day of ($> tﬂ*’/' , 1984, personally
appeared Mark Walsh, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed
to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same for the purposes therein expressed.

Subscribed and swo-rn before me on the Q ? day of Cg d— ’

| ar, Nalro

otary Public in and for the

State of Texas
Y SAMUEL W. NESTOR

My Commission Expires: My “mﬂf."j"‘c‘"“'

<




m Communications
CYGNA ATTACHMENT A Report

Company: Texas Utilities 0 Telecon % Conference Report
Pr t Job No
yor Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 84042
Independent Assessment Program - Phase 3 Date 5/10/84
SUbIect Corrective Action Systems Time:  12:50 p.m.
Place:  cpsEs
Partisipants S. Bibo . N. Williams - CES
D. Wade, R, Tolson TUSI
Requirec
Item Comments Action By

We asked to meet with D. Wade to clarify in our minds exactly
what “vehicles” were used at CPSES to document design
deficiencies. Dave asked that R. Tolson be brought into the
discussion.

Tolson and Wade explained that in addition to such documents as
Nonconformance Reports (NCR's), Deficiency Review Reports
(DRR's), Corrective Action Requests (CAR's), Significant
Deficiency Analysis Reports (SDAR's), etc., other documents could
be used to document design deficiencies. These documents are
Computer Modification Cards (CMC's), Design Change Authorizations
(DCA's), and Inspection Reports (IR's).

Tolson explained that he didn't feel it was important relative to
what you called the piece of paper, as long as the deficiency was
documented.

T VWWW /g Pl o)

Distnbution N. Williams, U. Wade, G. Grace, S. Bibo, S. Treby, J. ETT1s, Project File
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q Communications
CYGNE ATTACHMENT B Report

I

Company

Texas Utilities O Telecon I:J‘ Conterence Report
Project Job No
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 84042
- Date
Independent Assessment Program - Phase 3 5/3/84
Subject Time
1:00 p.m.
Place
Review of CMCs CPSES
Participants: of
Mike Strange TNE
Shaid Ali TNE
D. Smedley ‘ Cygna
Required
Item Comments Action By
1) Asked Mike how many CMCs and DCAs existed from day #1 urtil now,
how they are numbered and how CES could easily determine which
CMCs are design related?
His response was that:
a. Current # of CMCs to date is 97894, (CMC
#18,400 through 30,000 were not used) so
actual # of CMCs issued to date is 86,294,
b. 20,300 DCAs and DC/DDAs have been issued to
date.
c. Approximately 36,000 CMCs issued are pipe
support related and are not tracked by
DCTG, and are not G&H design related.
d. DCTG can identify which CMCs are pipe
support engineering related if CES requires
that information.
Signed ) 7 . - Page of
(/(/i ﬂ' 1/ )le/ 2 &) /eam 1 1

. Dwswneuon: N Williams, D. Wade, G. Grace, S. Bibo, S. Treby, J. Ellis, Project File




Communications

!.klil e‘! ‘! i “ ATTACHMENT ¢ Report

Company:

— T ARR AT

Project.

i Telecon O Conference Report

Job No

Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 84042

Date

Subjec’

Independent Assessment Program - Phase 3 8/15/84

Time

"1nspection Reports 4:40 PM

Place
Rnctnn

Parucipants:

of

S, Ribo fygna

Donna lewellen Tuc<l

Item

Comments

Requires
Action By

Donna called me per request of Tony Vega to supply me with
requested informati.:. relative to the number of Inspection
Reports (IRs) issued at CPSES. Donna stated that between the
“old" IR system and the "new" IR system there are in excess of
150,000 IRs. She stated that the new system has a computerized
log but that the old IRs were manually logged. The old system
contains about 100,000 IRs. Donna explained that the number of
IRs given is her “"best estimate”.

We also discussed procedure CP-QP-18.00. Donna inforned me that

this procedure was up to revision 17. 1 asked her to send me
revisions 12 thru 17.

D. Lewell:

- "Vlcl-lf‘/r)l Utasdao /hb

Page

1

of

Distnbution:  yilliams, D. Wade, G. Grace, D. Smedley, S. Bibo, S. Treby, J. Ellis,
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PREPARED BY
‘ ~

DESIGN CHANGE CONTROL

1.0 REFERENCES E'q .

1-A TUGCO/TUSI CPSES QA Plan

riLE

1-B CP-EP-3.0, Comanche Peak Project Engineering
Organization

1-C CP-EP-4.0, Design Control General Requirements
1-D CP-QP-2.3, TUGCO Operation Traveler
1-E CP-EP-5.0, Procedure for Field Procurement

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

This procedure establishes the method for control and documen-
tation of design changes to approved design documents by the
Comanche Peak Project Engineering (CPPE) group.

2.0 GENERAL
e.1 PURPOSE

This procedure will ensure that design changes are originated,
reviewed and approved by qualified organizations having access
to all pertinent background data. "These organizations are
identified, documented and subject to control measures commen- -
surate with those appliea to the original design.”

2.2 SCOPE
2.2.1 Changes to design or construction documents may be originated

by any of the project related engineering, construction,
operating or quality assurance groups.

2.2.2 This procedure may be used to process requests for interpre-
tation or clarification of desi nts.

2.2.3 Changes to des.gn ‘or constructi mgfﬁﬁr’@vm ed}
in accordance with the followin ods:

@RY
PRY

P
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2.2.3.1 Design Change Authorization (DCA) will be completed in accord-

2.2.3.2

2.2.3.3

2.3
2.3.1

3.0
3.1
3.1.1

ance with step 3.2 for:
a. G&H Specifications and Drawings

b. A1l Desig. ‘hanges Which Must be Transmitted Offsite
for Vendor Acceptance

¢. G&H Design Changes Generatad by DE/CD

Component Modification Card (CMC) will be completed in accord-
ance with step 3.3 for:

a. G&H Design Basis Drawing Changes Generated Onsite
b. B&R Construction Drawings
c. Vvendor Design Drawings With Onsite Representative

;i:ld changes will be accomplished in accordance with step
for:

a. Changes to equipment or components already received onsite,
including changes to NSSS equipment initiated by a Westing-
house FCN or ECN.

b. Changes to equipment or components where Comanche Peak
Project Engineering is responsible for the change or
designated as the design organization for the effected
equipment in accordance with reference 1-C.

¢. Other changes where this procedure and documentation would
help implement and control the change.

DEFINITIONS

Group Supervisor - Person responsible for a CPPE discipline
specified in Reference 1-B.

PROCEDURE

PROCESSING DESIGN CHANGES
“A11 requests for changes to design” ir 156‘ ﬁaﬁnts :

- shall be received by the appropriat Vi 807 6t hid

C ar
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312 The group supervisor will determine if the design change is to

3.1.3

3.1.4

- 3.1.8

3.2
3.2.1

be implemented as a field change to vendor supplied equipment.
Refer to Section 3.4 Implementation of a Field Change.

The design change requests will be processed and documented by
the CPPE staff engineer designated in Step 3.1.1. Requests
that are not acceptable will be returned to the originator.

If required, the CPPE staff engineer consults with:

c.

The original design organization (e.g. G&H) to
determine the acceptability and ccmplexity of
the change and the level of design verification
required.

An onsite vendor (if available, (e.g. Westing-
house) for implementation of field changes to
vnndor'equipncnt.‘

Other vendors, as required.

The approprizie documentation is then completed in accordance
with Step 3.2, 3.3 or 3.4.

DCA PROCEDURE

The Design Change Authorization form (Figure 1) is completed
as follows: ;

Authorization No. - Assigned by the Administrative
Services Office when the DCA is ready for signature.

(WILL) WILL NOT) Be Incorporated in Design Documents-
Cress out the one that does NOT apply.

As a general rule, design changes to a specification
which are generic in nature and will affect future
work on a continuing basis shall be designated for
incorporation as will one time changes to design
drawings that can be delineated on the drawing. In
the case of a one time change to a spacification

requirement, the change will 71ormally =ot be incor-
po;ated. Clarifications and/or L:%Eéﬁ?!fit;u"; +6
volving design documents will normgil inco

porated into the design document.
TH"3IN7
CORPY

PPRV
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conized that specific guidelines covering every
situtation cannot be delineated in this proce-
dure; as such, it will be thc responsibliliy of
the originating engineer to excercise judgement
and designate whether or not a change should be
incorporated.

¢s S?fety Related Document - Check the appropriate
block.

d. Applicable Spec/Dwg/Document - Cross out the
two ..at do not apply.

List all documents and current revision number
affected by the change.

3. Details - Provide information on the change
under consideration using adequate descrip-
tions or references to other documents which
clearly illustrate the problem and its re-
solution and provide sufficient information
to the “as-built" configuration.

For field changes to vendor supplied equip-
ment see Section 3.4 for additional require-
nents.

f. Supporting Documentation - Reference support-
ing documents such as telephone conversations,
telexes, telecopies, DE/CD's, sketches, field
change notices, etc.

e B Completed DCA's are assigned a number, logged and typed by
the Administrative Services Office. Handwritten forms will
be accepted in isolated cases where Cyping is impractical.

3.2.3 The DCA is then reviewed for technical »cceptance by the re-
sponsible engineering desciplire and concurrence is indicated
by signing and dating the "Approved By" blanks as follows:

a. Design changes shall be signed by the G&H Design

Representative or his designee (the orginating
engineer if possible).

..... NFDRMATION

" authorization of personnel des M S
"G&H Design Representative” or |d4signj represen=
tative of any other vendor.” -

PPRV
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3.2.4

3.2.5

3.2.6 .

¢. Clarificaticms require only the signature of the
originating engineer.

DCA REVISIONS

Revisions to a DCA will use Figure ! =nd are filled out in
accordance with Step 3.2.1 with the following exceptions:

a. The same authurization number shall be used.

b. The appropriate revision number shall be placed
after the authcrization number.

¢. Subsection 1.8, Details, shall contain the
following: .

"This revision voids and supersedes Design
Change Authorization No. "
Revision .

DISTRIBUTION

a. Original to B&R Document Control

b. Administrative Services shall use the standard
distribution specified in Figure 1. A1l copies
sh?ll be marked "For Engineering and Office Use
Only".

c. B&R Document Control shall be responsible for
all onsite contrclled distribution. Distribu-
tion shall be in accordance with distribution
cf the affected document.

VENDCR CONCURRENCE

If the change requires vendor concurrence, the the follow-
ing additional action shall be taken:

a. The Administrative Services Group shall prepare
a "CPPA" letter (Figure 2) in tripl
mitting the TUSI approved design tn{t
requesting vendor concurrence to th

b. The vendor .all indicate concurren
change by signing all three (3) cop
letter and making distribution of t
as ipaicated in rigure 2.

"m'mr[fATION 1
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¥

¢. On receipt of the vendar acknowledgement, the
originating engineer shall be notified. If ex-
zepticn 1s taken to the design change, the ex-
pediting coordinator coordivates resolution of
the outstanding item and initiates supplements

required.
3.3 CMC PROCEDURE (Single Part (blue) CMC Card)
331 The Component Modification Card (Figure 3) is completed
as follows:

NOTE: Refer to sections 3.3.3 or 3.3.4 as applicable.

a. Serial No. - Prenumbered

b. Section 1, Application - State generic category
of work (e.g. mechanical equipment, electrical
equipment, pipe, pipe supports, etc.)
Q, Non-Q - Check appropriate block. -
Design Change - Check appropriate block.

c. Section 2, Dwg. No. - Enter the complete number
and revision of the affected design basis and/or
construction drawings as follows:

+. Electrical, enter design basis drawing
numbers.

2. Piping and Instrumentation, enter the
design and construction drawing numbers.

3. Pipe Supports, enter the design and con-
struction drawing numbers.

d. Section 3, Line I'n./Component No. - Enter the
specific identifi.ation number of the component

to be modified; hanger number, s :
HrORMATION

equipment number, or K/A as appli at11
e. Section 4, Reason for Change - Stit i

concisely the reason for the chan ?
f. Section 5, Instructions - Describ e d

accurately the change to be made.
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1. Where there is no weld removed or added
enter “N/A" in the appropriate blocks
and describe the change.

2. For removal and/or addition of welds,
check the appropriate block and enter
all weld numbers removed and/or added.

3. If, after the original issue of the
drawing, a weld has to be removed and
rewelded, the weld number will be
changed to signify this by adding an
"A" for the first cut out, "B" for
the second cut out, etc., to the weld
number, e.g. weld 6, reweld is 6A,
and if 6A is removed and rewelded, it
becomes 6B.

4. If, after the original issue of the
drawing, an added weld is required,
not a reweld of an existing weld; the
new weld number will be keyed to the
lower of the two numbered welds and
suffixed by "1" for the first weld,
“2" for the second weld, etc. e.3.,
if a weld is added between "1" and
"2", the new weld will be "1-1",

g. Section 6- Pruvide sketch indicating the existing
and/or new arrangement when necessary for clarif-
ication.

h. Section 7- Requested/Prepared By - Enter the name
(and department as required) of the ind‘vidual
preparing/requesting the modification.

1. Section 8- Approved By - The originating engineer

shall approve the change and designate any other 1

approvals required. Additional approval is re-
quired by the original design organization or

their representative (see 3.2.3.b) prior to
issuing the CMC unless specifically
by a CPPE grocedure or instruction.

NOTE: Refer to section 3.3.3 or 3.3.
MC approval criteria.
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3.2.2

Section 9, Distribution - The engineer preparing
the CMC shall enter (or the front of the CMC) the
name of each agency requiring distribution in
addition to the controlled distribution made by
PCC, and shall indicate the number of copies re-
quired for each. Distribution of the single

part (blue) CMC cards shall be as follows:

Refer to Section 3.3.4 for Three-Part Memo card
distribution.

1.

~nN
-

The group clerk will make copies for dis-
tribution to the following agencies:

-TUGCO Site QA

-Original Design Organization
-Field Support Design Group

The above copies shall be marked "For
Engineering and Office Use Only".

If additional copies are designated in

Block 9, it is the responsibility of the
originating organization to reproduce and
distribute the copies. These copies will
8:];Erked "For Engineering and Office Use

The group clerk will then send the original
or a copy to DCC where formal distribution
will be made. When a CPPE discipline re-
tains temporary custody of the original
single-part (blu~) CMC card, an instruc-
tion shall exist to provide document
control, distribution and eventual trans-
mittal to DCC.

Revision of Single Part (Blue) CMC Cards =

Revision to a CMC card may be used by utilizing a new form (non-

serialized) and filling it out as out)
the following additions.

b.

The same serial number shall be u

Tie appropriate revision number s
adjacent to the serial number.

‘-‘

IN FORW\T:ON




; TEXAS UTILITIES SERVICES INC.| PROCEDURE |REVISION gﬁ.g‘ PAGE
{—
{

‘ CP-EP-4.6 0 8-13-7919 of 23

3.3.3

i

3.3.4

¢. The CMC card shall contain the following state-
ment:

"This revision voids and supersedes document
Serial Number - , Revision

d. When an oczasion arises where a CMC has been issued
and for some reason that card is not needed, it
must be voided. To void a CMC the original card
must be revised and clearly marked “Void - Not
Superseded".

Alternate Four Day Distribution

The single part (blue) CMC card is completed in accordance

_with Step 3.3.1, Section 1 through 8.

After all required approvals have been obtained in accordance
with section 3.3.1.1, the CMC nay, at the discretion of origina-
ing engineer, be reproduced and distributed for construction in
the following manner:

a. The reproduced CMC copies shall be stamped in
accordance with Figure 4 and signed by the -
originating engineer or cognizant engineer.

b. Distribution shall be made to all parties requir-
ed to perform and inspect the work.

¢. The original CMC, upon completion of reproduction,
shall be distributed through normal channels.

CMC Procedure (Three Part Memo CMC Card!"

The Three-Part Memo CMC card is completed in accordance with
Step 3.3.1, Sections a through j. Complete sections 8 and 9
on the CMC card in accordance with the following instruction:

a. Section 8, Approved By - The originating engineer
shall approve the change and designate any other
_2pprovals required. Design changes shall include
approval by the original design 0

- presentat VC.
Spresentative;; INFORMATION

After the required approvals have

‘ the or‘l?mat'lng engineer may distr :@
(canary) copy to construct‘ion h

ﬂeld work to proceed.

e
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3.3.5

3.2
3.4.1

3.4.2

Section 9, Distribution -

-Original (White) copy - routed to the original

design organization representative for approval.
Approved originals are distributed in accordance
with Step 3.3.1.J, Section 9.

-First (canary) copy - transmitted to construc-
tion for use with working documents (e.g.
travelers, design drawings, FSE's etc.).

-Second (pink) copy - utilized by the Field Support
Design Group.

Revision of Three-Part Memo CMC's

Prior to distribution and/or separation of Three-
Part CMC, minor corrections may be made by drawing
a single line through the incorrect portion. The
engineer shall initial and date the correction.
Once the Three-Part CMC has been distributed, cor-
rections WILL NOT be permitted.

Three-Part CMC's WILL NOT be revised. When a Three-
Part CMC requires revision, a new Three-Part CMC form
(with a new serial number) will be issued.

The face of the new Three-Part CMC shall be stamped
“This CMC suversedos and voids CMC number "
revision fiy 1o

Three-Part CMC's that are written against a design
document (drawings, etc.) that is already affected
by previous design change (DCA, CMC already exists),
will be stamped "This CMC supersedes and voids CMC
number , revision .

FIELD CHANGES TO VENDOR SUPPLIED EQUIPMENT

Design changes that are to be implemented as field changes

will be initiated by the responsibl
preparing a TUGCO Operation Travelef (
accordance with reference 1-D.

The responsible engineering discipl
log of each field change including

ring discipline

IN¥D
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3.4.3

3.4.3.1

1.4.3.2

3.4.4
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a. Operation Traveler Number
p. Date initiated
c. Brief description and reference (including FCN)
d. Completion date for field change
e. Completion date for revision of plant documen-

tation, drawings, etc.

The operation Traveler Package shc11 contain attachments for
all documentation required to implement the field change.
This shall include applicable information in sections 3.4.4
and3.4.8. Refer to 3.4.9 for additional requirements for
field changes to NSSS equipment initiated by a Westinghouse
FCN or ECN.

When the quantity of documentation to be attached to the
Operation Traveler is excessively large, selected portions
of the documentation (eq. FCN cover sheets) may be attached,
with the remainder of the documentation retained elsewhere.
The Operation Traveler must cleariy indicate where the re-
maining documentation is filed.

After the Operation Traveler has been approved, the res-
ponsible engineering discipline may maintain a separate,
easily accessible file for field change documentation that
is not required to be continuously attached to the Operation
Traveler. This file will become part of the Operation
Traveler Package at the completion of the field change. The
Operation Traveler must indicate clearly where the documen-
tation is filed.

Identification of Interfaces

The field change will be evaluated for impact with external
and internzl intarfaces, existing plant systems and other
CPSES engineering disciplines. These interfaces will be
goc::ented in writing and made part of the Operation Traveler
ackage.

a. External interfaces with the vendor will include:

-{dentification of all applicable vendor design
documents and drawings.

-identification of appHcabl'e veJNFQR’MA‘HON

tive, e.g. on site representafiv T?::;
COPY

PPRV
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b. It is the responsibility of the CPPE group super-

viso<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>