UNITED STATES OF AMERICA SOt ETED
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC Docket Nos. 50-445 and A
COMPANY, et al. 50-446 C)(

(Application for

Operating Licenses)

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

APPLICANTS' RESPONSE TO CASE'S DISCOVERY
REQUESTS REGARDING CROSSOVER LEG RESTRAINTS

L. INTRODUCTION

On October 13, 1984 Citizens Association for Sound Energy
("CASE") filed discovery requests to Applicants regarding
inspection of the Unit 1 crossover leg restraint installations.l/
At the time, Applicants had a Motion for Reconsideration of the
Board's order allowing CASE discovery on the crossover leg
restraints pending before the Board.2/ On November 7, 1984, the
Board issued a Memorandum and Order denying Applicant's Motion
for Reconsideration.3/ Applicants' responses to the discovery

requests are provided herein.

1/ "CASE's Discovery Requests to Applicants Regarding Cross-Over
Leg Restraints" (October 18, 1984).

2/ "applicants' Motion for Reconsideration of Board Order
Granting Disovery on Crossover Leg Restraints" (October 19,
1984) .

3/ "Memorandum (Reconsideration: Cross-Over Leg Restraints)"

D05

(November 7, 1984).




1I. PRELIMINARY STATE!MENT

In accordance with our obligation to keep this Board
apprised of information related to matters before the Board,
attached as Attachment 1 is a copy of a letter from B. R.
Clements to D. R. Hunter, Chief Reactor Project Branch 2, NRC
(TXX #4370) (November 28, 1984). The letter responds to
questions raised in a letter from Hunter to M. D. Spence
(November 2, 1984), which is also attached as Attachment 2 for
your information. The letter also admits a mistake in and
withdraws the September 7, 1984 supplemental response to Region
IV regarding Notice of Violation 445/84-08-024/ as it relates to
crossover leg restraints.

The mistake in that supplemental response has been mirrored
in Applicants' legal filings in this proceeding which relied upon
the supplemental response. In Applicants' original response to
CASE's discovery motion regarding the crossover leg restraints,é/
and in the subsequent motion for reconsideration of the Board's
ruling, Applicants referred to outstanding construction work on
the restraint installations which would have to be completed
prior to required inspections. Consistent with the supplemental
response, we explained that this work involved installation of
shims and tightening of the anchorage bolts. Applicants reported

that this construction work would not be completed until the

4/ TXX #4294, B. R. Clements to R. L. Bangart (September 7,
1984) .

2/ "Applicants' Response to CASE Motion for Discovery Regarding
Inspections of Main Coolant System Crossover Leg Restraints"
(September 14, 1984).




pipes are in a hot condition in order that final shim clearances
can be determined. As reported in the November 28 letter from
Clements to Hunter, this explanation, however, was based upon
mistakea assumptions.

As is now clear (see Attachment 1), there was confusion
between two potential locations for shim placement on each
crossover leg restraint installation. First, there could be
shims associated with the baseplates and the anchor bolts for the
restraints. These baseplate shims would be installed, if
necessary, to level the restraint prior to tightening the anchor
bolts. Inspections of work related to baseplate leveling and
bolt tightening were not completed and therefore were the subject
of the Notice of Violation. As explained below, this
construction work and the associated inspections have now been
completed (as committed to in the August 23, 1984 response to
Region 1V).8/

The baseplate shimming attribute was confused with piping
shims, which are to be installed between the pipes and the
restraint structures. These piping shims are not related to the
anchorage of the crossover leg restraints. They are located at
the piping rather than at the haseplates., It is these latter
shims referred to in Applicants' supplemental response to NRC
Region IV which must be monitored with the pipes in a hot
condition in order that proper clearances can be determined.

This thermal monitoring was not completed during hot functional

S/ TXX #4271, B. R. Clements to R. L. Bangart (August 23, 1984).



testing and will not be completed until the next heat-up of the
pipes. The piping shims, however, are unrelated to anchorage of
the restraints and do not need to be installed or monitored for
thermal expansion prior to tightening the anchor bolts and
completing the baseplate inspections. The piping shims therefore
are not relevant to the Notice of Violation and the previously
incomplete inspections of the baseplates.

In the November 28 letter, Applicants have withdrawn the
supplemental response and therefore the discussion of piping
shims. The distinction between the shims should be kept in mind
in reviewing the following discovery responses. Because the
discovery requests were based in part upon the September 7
supplemental response, many are not directly relevant to the
baseplate work or the Notice of Violation.l/

ITI. DISCOVERY RESPONSES

INTERROGATORY

1. In Applicants' Attachment 1 to their 9/14/84 Response to
CASE Motion for Discovery Regarding Inspections of Main
Coolant System Crossover Leg Restraints (8/23/84 TXX #4271,
response to NRC), Appl}cants state:

"The installations shall be inspected to
current design documents in accordance with
the established QA/QC Program."

Provide the "current design documents" referenced, and the
original design documents and all revisions including any
and all applicable specifications, procedures, guidelines,
etc.

1/ We wish to state our reco¥nition of the obligation we have to
notify the Board if facts relied upon in pleadings to the Board
are later found to be incorrect. This obligation would have
arisen regarding the instant matter when the mistake was realized
by Applicants, regardless of whether or not the matter had been
¢losed by the Board,



|

RESPONSE

The following applicable, current documents are provided:

Drawing 2323-S1-0550, Rev. 4
Drawing 2323-51-0551, Rev. 6
Drawing 2323-S1-0519, Rev. &

DCA # 3265, Rev. 1

CA # 11,312, Rev. 2

DCA # 21,128, Rev. 3
Specification 2323-SS-16B
Procedure QI-QP-11,14-1, Rev. 18

The following applicable prior revisions of the documents

are provided:

Drawing 2323-81-0550, Revs. 1-3
Drawing 2323-81-0551, Revs. 1-5
Drawing 2323-81-0519, Revs. 0-3
DCA # 3265, Rev. O

DCA # 11,312, Revs. 0-1

DCA # 21,128, Revs. 0-3

INTERROGATORY

zs

2,

On page 3 of Applicants' Attachment 1, they state:

"A review of this issue showed that
documentation does exist on the installation,
however, it was found to be incomplete to
substantiate the acceptability of the
installation under the quality program. It
should be noted that craft and QC had
recognized the need for the components to be
inspected, however, the documentation was not
completed. Therefore, this situation appears
to be isolated in its occurrence and no
further action outside of the re-inspection
is anticipated.”

(a) Provide the documentation which exists on the
installacion (as referenced in first sentence above).

RESPONSE

(a) The following documents are provided:

CP-QCP-3.1
Installation Checklists (4) for inspections of the
crossover leg restraints.



INTERROGATORY

()

In what way was the documentation found to be
incomplete: i.e., what specifically was necessary to
complete the cdocumentation?

RESPONSE
(b) Part C of each of the installation checklists is
incomplete. This reflects an inspection open item for
one or more of the following: "item positioned
properly"; "item leveled properly"; "item shimmed
properly"”; "bolts torqued properly". These checklists
refer to construction/inspection activities related to
the baseplates and the anchor bolts for the crossover
leg restraintcs.
INTERROGATORY
(¢) Provide a list of the specific QA/QC procedures which
would be applicable to the inspections of the
installations of the crossover leg restraints.
RESPONSE
(¢) The applicable QA/QC procedure at the time the

crossover leg restraints were originally installed was
CP-QCP-3.1. This procedure was implemented by the 4
Inspection Checklists provided in response 2(a). The
procedure currentlv applicable to the installations is
QI-QP-11,14<1, Rev, 18.

INTERROGATORY
(d) Provide copies of the specific QA/QC procedures whi h
would be applicable to the inspections of the
installations of the crossover leg restraints.
RESPONSE
(d) Copies of the documents referred to in response 2(c)
are provided in response to requests | and 2(a), above.
INTERROGATORY
(e) Provide the basis, and any and all supporting

documentation, for the statement that "craft and QC had
recognized the need for the components to be
inspected."”



RESPONSE
(e) This statement was based upon the fact that the
inspection checklists (see 2(a), above) existed for the
crossover leg restraints.,
INTERROGATORY
(£) Applicants stated that "this situation appears to be
isolated in its occurrence and no further action
outside of the re-inspection is anticipated." Provide
a list, and copies of, the specific QA/QC procedures
which would be applicable to the inspections of: the
upper lateral restraint; and the moment restraint
(referenced in CASE's 8/22/83 Pr0fosed Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of Law (Walsh/Doyle Allegations)
beginning at page XIX - 18).
RESPONSE
(f) The procedure applicable to inspection of these
restraints is QI-QAP-11,1-28, Rev. 27, and is provided.
The procedure does not relate to the subject of
inspections of the crossover leg restraint
installations,
INTERROGATORY

3 On page 3 of Attachment 1, Applicants state:

(a)
(b)

(e)

RESPONSE
3. (a)
(b)
(e)

"The inspections shall be completed no later
than August 24, 1984." (Although this seems
to have been changed in Attachment 2.)

Have the inspections now been completed?

If the answer to (a) above is no, when will they be
completed?

If the answer to (a) above is yes, provide any and all
documentation regarding such inspections,

Yes.
N/A

The following Travelers documenting the inspections are
provided:



CE-84-131-8902
CE-84-132-8902
CE-84-133-8902
Ci-84-134-8902

INTERROGATORY

4. Provide the following information :€garding Applicants'
Attachment 2 to their 9/14/84 Response to CASE Motion for
Discovery Regarding Inspections or Main Coolant Systenm
Crossover Leg Restraints (9/7/84, TXX-4294, supplementary
response to NRC):

(a) Provide copies of the original and all revisions of
NCR-M84-100281.

RESPONSE

4. (a) NCR-M-84-10028! is provided.

INTLERROGATORY

(b) Applicants stated:

"Approximately two {ears ago, a decision was

made to intentional

y postpone completion of

the installation (shimming and torquing) of
the crossover leg restraints until after
completion of Hot Functional Testing."

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

(7)

Who specifically made or had input into such
decision (name, company affiliation, title, and
job responsibility)?

Provide any and all documentation for Applicants'
statement above,

What was the reason for the postponement of the
testing until after completion of Hot Functional
Testing and/or until power ascension testing?

Provide any and all documentation of the reasons
for such postponement.

Is it Applicants' current intention to postpone
this testing until during power ascension testing?

If the answer to (5) above is yes, what is the
reason for such postponement?

If the answer to (5) above is yes, provide any and
all documentation of the reasons for such
postponement,



RESPONSE

(b)

The decision referred to in the quoted statement was
made at a routine startup meeting and is not
documented. The decision related to installation of
the shims between the pipe and the restraint structures
and did not relate to tightening anchor bolts at the
baseplates. As explained in the November 28 letter
from Clements to Region IV (TXX #4370), work on the
piping shims is not relevant to the NRC's Jotice of
Violation.

INTERROGATORY

(e)

RESPONSE

(e)

Provide the original and all revisions of Test
Instruction/Procedure Deviation (TPD) Report No. 12 on
the Reactor Coolant System.

Test Instruction/Procedure Deviation (TPD) No. 12 is
provided., There have been no revisions. The document
ls not relevant to the baseplate inspections cited in
the Notice of Violation,

INTERROGATORY

(d)

RESPONSE
(d)

Provide any and all documentation that thermal
monitoring of the shims will take place during power
ascension testing (i.e., specific procedures which so
state, memorarda, etc.).

Post Fuel Load Deffered Test Packages #5 and #12 are
provided. The piping work described in the documents
is not relevant to the baseplate inspections cited in
the Notice of Violation.

INTERROGATORY

(e)

RESPONSE

(e)

Provide any and all documentation that the "work
required to be completed during plant heat-up after
fuel load is identified as a known work item on the
Master System Punchlist."”

The quoted statement has been withdrawn. However, a

¥rincout from the Master System Punchlist is provided.
he punchlist includes an entry for the baseplate work

and the inspections performed to close NCR-M-84-100281,
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The Punchlist also contains an entry for installation
of piping shims which was also completed after return
to ambient temperature pursuant to TPD-12,

INTERROGATORY

(£)

Provide the original and all revisions of NCR-M84-
100182,

RESPONSE
(f) NCR-M-84-100182 was referred to in the September 7
supplemental response only as a result of a
typographical error. The NCR relating to this subject
is NCR-M-84-100281 and has been provided in response to
interrogatory 4(a).
INTERROGATORY
(8) Provide any and all documentation that "Further work
required by TPD-12 has been carried as an open item in
the Test Deferral Package since the issuance of TPD-12
on May 25, 1983."
RESPONSE
(8) Documentation of further work is provided by TPD-12
itself, and Deferred Test Packages #5 and #12, These
documents have been provided in response to
interrogatories 4(c¢c) and 4(d) above. This work is not
relevant to the baseplate inspections cited in the
Notice of Violation.
INTERROGATORY
(h) Have Applicants performed any testing re%arding the
torquing of the bolts for the crossover leg restraint
installations, especially in light of the results of
Applicants' tests regarding the torque used for U-bolts
(see CASE's Answer to Apgl cants' Statement of Material
Facts As To Which There Is No Genuine lssue Regarding
Consideration of Cinching Down ¢f U-Bolts, in the form
of Affidavit of CASE Witness Jack Doyle, at page 10)?
RESPONSE
(h) No. Crossover leg restraint anchor bolts have nuts

installed snug tight and are not torqued in the sense
that U-bolts are torqued.
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INTERROGATORY

(1) If the answer to (h) above is yes, provide all such
tests and test results,

RESPONSE
(1) N/A
INTERROGATORY

(jJ) 1If the answer to (h) above is no, do Applicants
anticipate performing any such tests? (If not, why
not?)

RESPONSE

(J) No. Because the bolts are not torqued, no tests are
necessary.

INTERROGATORY

(k) 1If the answer to (h) above is no, what assurance is
there that the bolts will perform in a predictable
manner throughout the life cof the plant?

RESPONSE

(k) The snug tight condition on the anchor bolts is
consistent with design requirements in a current DCA.
Double nuts have been provided to prevent nut
loosening. No design consideration requires that the
anchor bolts be other than snug tight. The
considerations involved in torquing of U-bolts and
addressed in Applicants' motion simply are irrelevant
to baseplate bolts. CASE may note that the crossover
ltg restraint base plate is Jesigned with shear lugs
embedded in concrete, which provides for shear transfer
at the base.

INTERROGATORY

~—— '

—

(1) Provide any and all documentation for your answer to
(k) above.

RESPON

(1) See the design documents provided in response to

interrogatory 1 above. In particular, see DCA #11,
312, Rev., 2.



INTERROGATORY

(m) Applicants state:

"We will conduct the necessary inspections
when an engineering determination indicates
the timeliness for completing the
inspections."”

(1) Provide any and all procedures which state that
such an engineering determination will be made.

(2) Provide any and all procedures which set forth the
criteria for such engineering determination.

RESPOUSE

(m) The statement referenced in the request has been
withdrawn, The incomplete inspections of the
baseplates cited in the Notice of Violation have been
completed as described in response 3 above.

INTERROGATORY

(n) Applicants state:

"It is unclear whether the inspector saw the
QC inspector's checklists for the crossover
leg restraints. TPD-12 was not presented to
the inspector."

(1) Why would the NRC inspector not have seer the QC
inspector's checklists for the crossover leg restraints
(i.e., where would the QC inspector's check?ta:o have
been if not with the documentation which the NRC
inspector saw)? Include in your answer, in detail,
what steps Applicants have taken to discover the answer
to these questions and the results of Applicants'
efforts in this regard, and the answers to the
following questions:

R R RS,

(L) How could this have occurred?

(11) What assurance is there (including any and
all documentation for such assurance) that
this has not and will not also be the case in
other instances?

(1il) What steps have Applicants taken to assure
themselves (and the Board) that this Ls an
isolated instance and not a generic (to
Comanche Peak) problem?

- T ————
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RESPONSE

-"3.

(n) (1) Agpllcantl believe that the NRC inspector did see
t

INTERROGATORY

R R R R R R R R R R R RO RO R R R RS

(n)

(2)

e QC inspector's checklists. The recollection
of the responsible QC inspector maintaining the
og:n checklists is that he presented the
checklists to the NRC inspector for his review in
November 1983, The situation was referred to as
"unclear" in the referenced statement because the
NRC Notice of Violation (84-08-02) indicates that
no documents regutrtng inspection of the
restraints could be found.

As described in response to request 3, the
incomplete inspections have now been performed.

(1) Why was TPD-12 not presented to the NRC
inspector?

(ii) Why would TPD-12 not be included in the
package for the crossover leg restraints?

(141) Is there a procedure which states that such
TPD's shall be included in the gacka;oa for
the respective items to which they pertain
(and, if so, provide any and all such
procedures)?

(iv) Include in your answer, in detail, what steps
Applicants have taken to discover the answer
to these questions and the results of
Applicants' efforts in this regard, and the
answers to the following questions:

(aa) How could this have occurred?

(bb) What assurance is there (including any
and all documentation for such
assurance) that this has not and will
not also be the case in other instances?

(ce) What steps have Applicants taken to
assure themselves (and the Board) that
this is an isolated instance and not a
generic (to Comanche Peak) problem?



4=

RESPONSE

(n) (2) As described in the November 28 letter from
Clements to Hunter, the September 7 supplemental
response with respect to TPD-12 and piping shim
work has been wi:g;rawn as irrelevant to the
baseplate issue.

INTERROGATORY

(0) Provide any and all documentation (if not already
provided in response to the preceding) to support
Applicants' statement that:

"(1) the completion of the inspections of the
restraints were intentionally postponed, and
(2) testing documentation does demonstrate
the need for the inspections."

RESPONSE

(0) As explained in the response to Region 1V, the quoted
statement has been withdrawn,

INTERROGATORY

(p) (1) Were any of the QC inspectors involved in any way
with inspections of the crossover leg restraints
who quit or were terminated (including being laid
off) in connection with or because of the recently
identified drug-related problems at Comanche Peak?

(2) 1€ the answer to (1) above is yes, give complete
details, including the name(s), title(s), specific
areas and systems on which the lndlvidual(sg
worked at any time (and npeclflcnll{ when, for
what period of time, and specifically what part
such individual(s) had regarding on the
inspections of the crossover leg restraints), and
any other pertinent details.

(3) 1f the answer to (1) above is no, describe in
detall what steps Applicants have taken to
ascertain the information requested in (1) above.

RESPONSE
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1

No
N/A

The Applicants have reviewed the files for all QC
inspectors involved with the installation of the
crossover leg restraints., None of the individuals
was connected with the subject drug-re¢lated
problems.

How much of the information requested in the preceding

(pp 1)
(p) (2)
(p) (3)
INTERROGATORY
(q)
was:
(1)
(2)
|
I RESPONSF
() (1)
|
!
i
L
- (@ (2)

Requested by the NRC representative at the CPSES
site?

Provided to the NRC representative at the CPSES
site prior to this pleading?

As described in response to
interrogatory 4(n)(1), the NRC inspector
had access to all documents referenced
above related to the baseplate
installations at the time of the
inspections in November 1983,

At the time of the inspection, the NRC
did not seek information with respect to
the piping shims, and there is no reason
why it should have done so., This
information was volunteered and made
available by Agpltcanc: at the time of
the September 7, 1984 ougplemontal
response to the Notice of Violation,

All information relevant to the Notice
of Violation referenced in these
discovery responses hae grovtoucly been
made available to the NRC representative
at the Comanche Peak site.
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Respecffu??y submitted,

1
i

G

Nicholhs S Reynolds

David A. Repka

BISHOR,| L RMAN, COOK,
PURCWLL D REYNOLDS

1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 857-9800

Counsel for Applicants

November 30, 1984
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC
COMPANY, et al.

Docket Nos. 50-445
50-446

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station, Units 1 and 2

Application for
Operating Licenses)

AFFIDAVIT OF CLAIRE H. WELCH

I, Claire H. Welch, having first been duly sworn, hereby depose
and state:

) IS I am employed by Texas Utilities Generating Co. at
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station as a Site QA
Supervisor.

2. I have been responsible for providing the information

contained in "Applicants' Responses to CASE's Discovery
Requests regarding Crossover Leg Restraints." I have
reviewed the responses and they are true and correct

to the best of my knowledge and belief.

STATE v 78RS 8
Corptnry oF Sto&rs i

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this 2§ % day of November, 1984

&
iﬁary ‘uafc g--u T MHesore J

My CommibSCiens EXPEES pmaic W zf, Evs




i el e mom ——

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY

SRYWAY TOWER * 100 NORTH OLIVE STEEET, LB, S1* DALLAS. TENAS $35201

November 23, 1G24

BILLY @ CLEMENTS TXX=4370
VICE SRS OENT SLlLiaM ORI AR DN

Mr. D.R. Hunter, Chief

Reactor Project Branch 2

U.S. Nuclear ®2gulatory Commissicn, Pegion [V

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Parkway Central Plaza Building

611 Ryan Plaza Orive, Suite 1007 Docket No: 50-<s5
Arlington, TX 76011 :

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATICON
RESPONSE TO NRC LETTER OF NOVEMBER 2, 1984
(NSPECTION REFORT NO. 50-445/84-08
FILE NO: 10130

Dear Mr. Hunter:

This Tetter anc <he anclgsure respond %o your lettar of ‘ovemper ., .084
relative to the Severity Level IV Vioiation (245/8408/02), Failure t2 Perfarm
Inspecticns of Installation Activities Related to Unit 1, Main Coalans System
Crossover Leg Festraints,

Upon further reviaw of this matter, we nave cetermined that t=e infsrmation
containea in our letter Mo, TXX-428&, cated Seotemper 7, 1524 was incorrect,
we therercre withdraw that portion of our Septemper 7, 1524 letter cealing
with the cresscver leq restraints. The attacned informaticn is resgonsive %o
your liovember [ letter ind provides the current status of carrective actions
reiative to the Notice of VYiolation,

In cenclusion, [ wish the staff to know that ! am concerned that sur
Septerber 7, (324 suppiemental response was not totally accurate. To my
knowledge, this {s the first time that this has occurred, [ ar taking
Measures t0 assure that confusicn such as contatned in that supsliemental
response will nat recur,

If you have any fyrther questions, please advise,
Very truly yours,

P g
e ‘e i
B&L‘.T ’CCL( PP e e

BRC/brd

cc: NRC Region IV (0 + 1 cooy) o
Director, [nspection & Enforcement (15 copies) :
U.S. Nuclear Pequlatory Commission i
Washington, 0.C. 2088%

Mr. Vincent 3. Noonan _ASreyoy

“ ."l‘l‘ﬂ' CETEOAN UTILITIES BLECTRIC COMPANY
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Enclosure

TXX-4370
Page 1
.
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
Response to NRC Questions Concerring
l letice of Violation 445/£408-02

Failure to Perform Inspections of Installaticn'Activities cf
Unit 1, Main Ccolant System Crosscver Leg Restraints

, In cur initial response to this Notice of Violation (B.R, Clements to
l R.L. Bangart, August 23, 1984, TXX-4271) we stated that scme QC documentation
for the crossover leg restraint installations had been identifiec, but that it
had not been completed to establish the acceptability cof the installation
under the quality program, At that time we committed %o reinspect the instal-
lations anc to complete any recessary work,

Cn Septemper 7, 1584, in TXX-4294, we submitted a supplementz! response
¢n this Notice of Violation which inaicated that we had cetermined why the 0OC
inspections ‘or the crossover leg restraints had not been cecmpietea. in that
response vwe stated that certain construction work had not been compictea and
therefore that the necessary inspections coula nct be perfermed,

1
:
|
! In a memorandum dated hovemper I, 1984 from !Mr, U.R. Hunter, Chief
' reactor Preject Branch 2, Nuclear Peguiatory Commission, to M.D. Spence,
i Fresident, Texas Utilities Generating Cempany, additional questions cealing
with our response ¢n this Notice of Violatier were raised. Upon further
| review of the facts underlvirg the Notice of Violation, cur previous responses
| and your adcitional questions, we have determined that cur September 7, 1984
| supplementa) response was incorrect. The foliowing information is provided to
| clarify this fssue anc to respond te vour specific questiers.

. The Notice cf Viclaticn relates to irnspection of shimming of the cross-
over leg restraints anc tcrauing of toits securing these restraints to
baseplates at their “cuncations., (For ease of reterence we refer %o that work
as “baseplate work.") In our September 7, 1684 supplemental resporse, we
confused this baseplate work with other shimming that is to be perfsrmed
betveen these restrzints &nd the piping which they are designed *o restrain,
(For ease of reference we rafer %o this work a&c “"piping work.,") In that
resconse, we discussed in the same paragraph both the baseplate work and the
piping work. For example, the Test [nstruction/Procedure Deviation Report lo,
12 on the Reactor Coolant System discusted in our respense related %o the
piping work, We also aiscussed MCR-MB4-iCCZ81, which cocumented the need to
cercduct inspecticns of the baseplate work, The discussion of the piping werk
was not appropriate because the lotice of Vialation dces not relate te the

| pipine work., We therefore wish to withdraw cur September 7, 1984 response
dealing with the crossover leg restra‘nts including our assertion that the
Netice of Violation was incorrect,

With regard to the baseplate work, the reincpection of the baseplate
shims and bolt tighteninc conmittec to in our Aucust 23, 1984 response have
been completed. This closes MNCR-MB4-1C0281, With regarda to the Staff's
adaitional questions, we provide the following resporses:




Enclosure
TYx-4370

Page ¢

Questicn 1

What document (i.e., operational traveler, etc.) implemented Procedure
CP-GCP-3.1 for inspection of the crossover leg restraint?

Response ' |

The inspection checklists which were attached to NCR-M84-100281 were the |
cocuments that irplemented CP-QCP-3.1.

uesticn 2
How was the intenticnal postponement of the requirsd ‘nepection cocumented?

Response

The activity discussed in cur September 7 response that was intentionally
pestponed was the shimmine on the top of the crossover leg restraint, relatec
to piping work, Accorcdingly, as rnoted above, we withdraw that giscussion as
ret relevant tc the Motice ¢t Violation,

2

Cuestion 2

was %he incividual that ¢igned *he (C inspectior checklist tor the crassover
leg restraints (attached to '"PC NEL-10Q0I81) certified *o make these in-
spections at the *ime *he inspections were mace?

Fesponse

No. The findividual wro siagned the inspectior checklists in question was
certified Level [I for visual exemination on January 28, 1978 in accordance
with Brown & Rnot Incorporated Personnel Training Manual. e was not,
however, certified to perform the full scope of the inspections covered by the
checklfsts until Septemper, .078, Considering the incividual's inspection
background, there should be nc questicn relative to his qualificaticns for
performing all of the inspections,

Question 4

Why were the required inspections related to positionire, leveling and bolt
torouing of the ticor mounted crossover leg restrairt postponec, since the cap
measurements to cdetermine shim requirements taken during hot furctional
testing would be based on the permanent location of this restraing?
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Resconse

As noted above, the statement in cur September 7, 1984 supplemental recponse _-
confused piping-relatec ¢hims on tcp of the crossover leg resiraints with a 4
shimming attribute on 2 checklist used to install the Creossover Leg |
Restraints, The shimming attribute on the checklist was prcvided in case

beieplate leveling shims were used, There would be no reasen to await hot

furctional testing before performing the baseplate work.
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,.,w Moy, UNITED STATES
& '\: NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
2 - ’ REGION 1v

PARKWAY CENTRAL PLAZA BUILDING
- 611 RYAN PLAZA CRIVE. SUITE 1000
Shaeh ARLINGTON. TEXAS 76011

NOV 0 2 S8
In Reply Refer To.
Dockets: 50-445/84-08

e A

Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: M. D. Spence, President, TUGCO
Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

RN TR T

| Gantlemen:

Thank you for your letters of August 21, 1984, and September 7, 1984. We have
reviewed your replies, and the supplemental information you provided in your
letter of September 7, 1984, raised some questions concerning the Severity

! Level IV Violation (445/8408-01), Failure to Perform Ingspections of
Installatfon Activities Related to Unit 1, Main Coolant System Crossover Leg

- Restraints. In addition to reviewing your response, an NRC inspector also

; reviewed your Tracking Item #135 package of related information, and discussed
the subject with cognizant TUGCO representatives, The questions that arose out
of these revie~s and discussions are celineated below:

1. What document (i.e., operational traveler, etc.) implemented Pro-
i cedure CP-QCP-3.1 for inspection of the crossover leg restraing?

2. How was the intentional postponement of the required fnspections
documented?

| 3.  Was the individual that sfgned the QC inspection checklists for the
crossover leg restraints (attached to NCR-M84-100281) certified to make
these inspections at the time the inspections were made?

4. Why were the required inspections related to positioning, leveling, and
bolt torquing of the floar mounted crossover leg restraint postponed,

' since the gap measurements o cetermine shim requirements taken during

i hot functional testing would be based on the permanent location of this

restraint?

: We request that you provide your response to the above questions within
g 20 days.

The response directed by this letter f5 not subject to the clearance procedurss
' of the Office of Maragement and Bucget s required By, the Paperwork Reduction
i Act of 1980, PL 96-511. ‘ "~ ——

e



Texas Utilities Electric Company

-

Should you have any question regarding this matier, please contacs Mr. J. E.
Cumming (817)/897-220:).

Sincerely,

0. R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

cc:

Texas Utilities Electric Company
. B. R, Clements, Vice

Presfden:, Nuclear

Skyway Tower ‘

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Texas Utilities Electric Company
: H., C. Schmide, Manager
Nuclear Services
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Stree:
Lock Box 8]
Dallas, Texas 758201




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

)

)
TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC )  Docket Nos. 50-443 and
COMPANY, et al. ; 50-446
)
)

(Application for

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Operating Licenses)

Station, Units 1 and 2)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing "Applicants'
Response to CASE's Discovery Requests Regarding Crossover Leg
Restraints" in the above-captioned matter were served upon the
following persons by hand delivery,* or by Federal Express**, or
by deposit in the United States mail***, first class, postage
prepaid, this 30th day of November, 1984:

*Peter B. Bloch, Esa. ***Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Chairman, Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
Licensing Board U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Commission Washington, D.C. 20555

Washington, D.C. 20555
*#**Mr., William L. Clements

**Dr. Walter H. Jordan Docketing & Service Branch
881 West Outer Drive U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
**Dr. Kenneth A. McCollom
Dean, Division of Engineering

Architecture and Technology *Stuart A. Treby, Esq.
Oklahoma State University Office of the Executive
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
***Mr. John Collins Commission
Regional Administrator, 7735 014 Georgetown Road
Region 1V Bethesda, Maryland 20814
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission *#**Chairman, Atomic Safety and

611 Ryan Plaza Drive Licensing Board Panel
Suite 1000 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Arlington, Texas 76011 Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555




***Renea Hicks, Esq.

Assistant Attorney General

Environnmental Protection
Division

P.0O. Box 12548

Capitol Station

Austin, Texas 78711

***Lanny A. Sinkin
114 W. 7th Street
Suite 220

Austin, Texas 78701

cc: John Beck

Robert Wooldridge, Esq.

**Mrs. Juanita Ellis
President, CASE

1426 Socuth Polk Street
Dallas, Texas 75224

*Ellen Ginsberg, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555




