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~~ .

The Honorable Jo Ann Pottorff
*

Kansas, House of Representatives
Topeka, Kansas 66612

'

Dear Ms. Pottorff:

This is in response to your letter dated February 18, 1985. Your letter
expressed concern regarding the issuance of an operating license for the Wolf
Creek Generating Station before investigations involving alleged construction
deficiencies and quality assurance defects are completed, and that because
these investigations are as yet incomplete that the safety of the facility
may be questioned.

The NRC staff has completed our evaluation of the safety aspects of these
matters. This information is provided as Enclosure I of this letter,
including all references, and Enclosure II. Enclosure I describes a sjg-
nificant. program of corrective action by the Kansas Gas and Electric Company
(KG8C) which addressed not only the structural steel welding issue, but also
included inspections and evaluations to determine that the cspects involved
in the structural steel welding issue did not . occur in other areas of
construction. Enclosure I also describes the extensive NRC program of
verification and independent inspection on all these issues to assure the ,
adequacy of structural steel welding and that the QA program has been
properly implemented. Based on the completed efforts of KG&E, which have
been verified by NRC inspections, the NRC has concluded that these issues
are resolved. Enclosure II describes information regarding problems involving
cable separation and KG&E corrective action. Based on independent NRC inspec-
tions, we have concluded that adequate cable separation exists at Wolf Creek
and this issue is resolved.

(

In some instances, in addition to assuring that all safety related aspects
of each issue has been resolved, the NRC staff has referred certain items to
the NRC Office of Inve-tigation'for additional investigation. At this time,
we are not aware of any information from the Office of Investigations that
constitutes a basis for withholding the issuance of a low power license for
Wolf Creek. Therefore, the staff is proceeding with its review in support

. of the license issuance. Matters pertaining to all continuing investigations
will be reviewed by the Commission prior to issuance of a full power license.-
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Based upon the NRC staff review and inspe_ction program we conclude that the
: facility has been-constructed in conformance with the requirements of the
Commission and its operation will not represent any undue risk to the health
and safety of the public.

Sincerely,

W Willias!.81rsts

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures:
1. Structural Steel Issue
2. Electrical Separation Issue
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Enclosure I

_

STRUCTURAL STEEL ISSUE

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
.

The purpose of this document is to provide a description of the issues
involving field-welded structural steel at the Wolf Creek Generating Station
(WCGS). There is substantial documentation associated with the matter. The
documentation of primary importance is referenced throughout. this document, and
is listed in attachment A. The referenced documentation is also attached.

The vast majority of the structural steel at WCGS was erected during the period
1977 to 1981. Approximately 11,150 structural steel joints were fabricated
during the erection period to support safety-related components or structurs
at the WCGS. The majority of these joints were bolted or shop-welded togeth ".
About a quarter of these structural steel joints were welded in the field in
accordance with the design requirements and the American Welding Society code,
AWS D 1.1. Between 1978 and 1982, a small sample (less than 1%) of these
structural joints were selected by the NRC inspectors and inspected-for

*. compliance with the applicable code and NRC requirements. No significant
deviations or violations were observed in these samples.

) In July 1984,- the NRC established a task force to complete the NRC inspection
\ program at the WCGS. The inspection program calls fer, among other activities,

a review of the applicant's corrective action programs required by their QA
program. During these inspection activities, the NRC inspectors raised

- concerns regarding the applicant's handling of certain corrective action
requests associated with the field welding of structura'l steel joints. A
review of one corrective action report indicated that a reinspection of a
sample of field welded structural steel joints by the applicant showed that a
relatively high percentage of the welds failed to meet one or more of the
quality requirements of the applicable code; these results were at variance

| with the initial inspections which accepted the welds as meeting code
' requirements. In addition, another corrective action request indicated that.

the original inspection records for many of the field welded structural steel
joints were not available.

The applicar.t's evaluation of these particular matters resulted in acceptance
of field welded structural steel joints on the basis that the defects
identified during the reinspected sample were cosmetic, and his conclusion that
the unavailability of the original inspection records did not undermine

|* confidence that the field welded joints were properly installed. The NRC task
_ force did not agree that the applicant had properly handled the disposition of
these corrective action requests.

| The NRC task . force requested that the applicant select, inspect, and evaluate
additional-fjeld welded joints.. These additional inspections revealed missing-

welds, missi.ng structural material, an inspection record for welds which did
not exist, and some welds not in conformance with the applicable code and

| design documents. The NRC task force consequently concluded that in view of

\
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inappropriate disposition of the corrective action requests, the results of
reinspections, and the unavailability of original weld inspection records, the

_

quality of the field welded structural steel joints would have to be
' reevaluated. This became the central issue, but not the only issue, to be

resolved. .

As a result of the inspection findings, the NRC took enforcement action which
required, among other things, the development and implementation of a
corrective action plan which would provide adequate assurance that the field
welded structural steel was appropriately installed and would perform the
required safety function. The applicant developed and implemented a program
which included a reinspection of all accessible structurally significant field
welded joints. The program was reviewed and accepted by the NRC. Throughout
the implementation of the program, the NRC monitored its conduct.. witnessed
inspections by the applicant, reviewed inspection results, and conducted
independent inspections. These activities were completed in early March 1985.

The remainder of this document provides a general chronology of events,
identifies the appropriate codes and their application, elaborates on the
unavailable weld inspection records, describes the applicant's reinspection
program scope and results, describes the NRC independent inspection activities
and results, and sets forth the NRC conclusions.

CHRON0 LOGY OF EVENTS

L The following is a chronology of major events that t:ere involved in the
structural steel welding area.

1977 - 1981
.

Structural steel welding was initiated approximately during the last
quarter of 1977, with approximate completion occurring during the last
quarter of 1981. As discussed later, there are 2,670 safety-related
structural steel connect. ions consisting of approximately 11,000 welds
identified in the six safety-related buildings; i.e., auxiliary, reactor,
control, emergency service water system, fuel, and diesel generator
buildings. These welds were made and inspected by Kansas Gas and Electric
Comp ny's (KG&E) cons,truction contractor, Daniel International Company
(DIC . The results of the weld inspections were to be documented in
Miscellaneous / Structural Steel Welding Records (MSSWRs).'

March 1983

As a result of previously identified deficient fillet weld conditions on
component supports; e.g., pipe hangers, DIC Quality Control (QC) initiated

'

a random reinspection of accessible structural steel fillet welds in the
safety-related buildings. This activity identified 148 rejectable welds
in a sample of 241, and resulted in the issuance of corrective action
report No. CAR 1-W-0029 (Reference 1). This CAR directed that all of the

-. . - - - - - _ .. _ _ _ . - . _ - . . -- - - -- -
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rejected Melds be incorporated into a nonconformance report (NCR) so that
an evaluation and disposition could be made by the DIC Project Welding
Engineer on each discrepancy. NCR ISN 10381PW was written and an
evaluation of each rejected weld was performed. The NCR was dispositioned
as follows:

Rework - 6 welds
Use As Is - 142 welds

Nearly all of the rejectable conditions were considered cosmetic in nature
in that structural integrity was not jeopardized. Based on the above
figures, DIC concluded that as a result of the very small percentage of
welds requiring rework, "no sacrifice to structural integrity would have
resulted . . . if they had not been reinspected and reworked." The NCR
was closed with subsequent closure of the CAR on October 22, 1983.

August 1983

A DIC review of documentation prior to building turnover to KG&E revealed
'approximately 16% and 24% of the required MSSWRs were missing for Fuel
Building and Reactor Building welds, respectively. This resulted in the
issuance of CAR 1-C-0031 (Reference 2), dated August 10, 1983, through
Revision 7 dated October 20, 1984. The suggested corrective action
in61uded a review of all existing MSSWRs prior to building turnovers and

) the generation of NCRs for each building identified as having missing
MSSWRs. Each NCR was to be evaluated and dispositioned as rework or
use-as-is, depending upon the circumstances revealed after the existing
documentation for each building had been reviewed-.

This CAR was intended to be closed out on the basis of the relatively
small number of missing MSSWRs and the fact that the previous reinspection
of a sample of structural steel welds showed an even smaller number of
welds requiring rework. Thus, the fact that MSSWRs were missing was
accepted because of the weld quality established during the sample
reinspection.

This CAR was not formally closed until January 16, 1985, as a result of
the continuing chronology of events.

The major cause of the missing MSSWRs was concluded to be the result of a
lack of procedural compliance with respect to responsibility for
origination, completion, and maintenance of these records. The MSSWRs
were stored in various locations and by various personnel within the
individual buildings from the time they were originally initiated; thus

,

precluding any assurance of control.

June - August 1984

NRC firs.t learned of the potential records problem in conversations with
applicant personnel. In addition to personnel interviews, a review.of

~
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CARS was'u'ndertaken and the specifics of CARS 1-W-0029 and 1-W-0031 became
known to the NRC.
August 1984

A document reconciliation effort was initiated by KG&E to determine which
safety-related structural steel welds were lacking MSSWRs. In addition,

*

an inspection verification effort was initiated to provide an accurate
- assessment of the as-built conditions of safety-related structural steel

| welded connections which were lacking available MSSWRs.
i

( September 1984

( KG&E, DIC, and Bechtel made a joint presentation to the NRC task force
which identified the belief at that time, that the problem was one of
document retrieval, and not a hardware problem. This was not an

,

I_ acceptable premise to the NRC' task force and as a result, KG&E agreed to
perform a sample structural steel joint inspection of six randomly
selected structurally significant joints in each of the six safety-related
buildings. This inspection resulted in the discovery of missing welds,

' missing structural members, and deficiencies with respect to weld size.
This information was formally reported to the NRC under 10 CFR -
Part 50.55(e) on September 18, 1984. Subsequent meetings were held'

; between KG&E and the NRC task force for further information updates.

October 1984

KG&E Ouality Assurance issued CAR No.19 (Reference 3) on October l'7,
i

1984, to obtain the necessary actions required to resolve the issues
associated with structural steel welding. The specific issues included:
missing MSSWRs for safety-related structural steel welds; deficiencies
being identified in previously accepted structural steel welds; missing
structural welds and/or material; and documentation that a weld was

f- inspected and accepted, but in fact, the inspected welds did not exist.

October 26, 1984

As a result of the above events, it was determined that a significant
violation of NRC regulations had occurred and NRC's Region IV office

; issued Inspection Report No. 50-482/84-22 (Reference 4), which provided
the details of the inspection findings and also stated that enforcement*

correspondence and Notice of Violation pertaining to this matter would be
sent to KG&E under separate cover. It further addressed a scheduled.

enforcement meeting to be conducted on October 29, 1984.

October 29, 1984

Enforcement Conference at RIV offices in Arlington, Texas. KG&E issues
plan for corrective actions, including CAR No.19 (Reference 3).

f

n
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' November 15,.1984

,
NRC-RIV Isst;ed Confirmation of Action Letter (CAL) confirming
-understandirgs reached at Enforcement Conference on October 29, 1984, and
providing ac!ditional guidance on conduct of corrective action program
(Reference 7).

November 21, 1984

The Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty was
issued to KG8E as Enforcement Action No. 84-107 (Reference 5). ,

November 1934 - February 1985
'

NRC personnal conducted independent visual and nondestructive
examinations, and verified and evaluated KG&E's committed corrective
actions. This information is documented in NRC Inspection Report
Nos. 50-482/85-12 and 85-13 (Reference 6).

December 31. 1984

KG8E issues final report on CAR No. 19 corrective action in res'ponse to
,

Notice of Violation (Reference 9).-
s..- ,

January 21, 1985

KG8E issues supplement to final report on Notice of Violation
{ (Reference 10).

,

t

February 27, 1985
,t

A public meeting was held at the~NRC in Bethesda, Maryland, between the'

NRC and the Kansas Gas and Electric Company to fully discuss the
structural steel welding issue. A transcript of this meeting was made -
(Reference 8).

'

February - March 1985
,

KG4E provided supplemental information regarding results of additional
,

inspection, and in response-to NRC requests for additional information
(References 11-14).

-.

APPLICABLE CODES, STANDARDS, AND COMMITMENTS
at

. The applicable codes and standar?. r cocitted to in the WCGS Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) with e Wet *) building construction, are as follows:

Am6rican Institute ef Steel Construction (AISC)' Specification for the-

Design Fabrication and Erection of Structural Steel for Buildings

.

.
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American Welding Society's Structural Welding Code, AWS D 1.1-75.-

The identified deficient welds were contrary to the acceptance criteria of
AWS D 1.1-75.

At the time KG&E initiated CAR No. 19, construction was basically complete. .

This resulted in approximately 56% of the safety-related joints being in a
painted condition. Due to KG&E's commitment to perform a 1GO% reinspection of
all accessible structural.ly significant joints, criteria had to be established
with respect to inspecting through paint. The inspection requirements,
acceptance criteria, and method of documenting the results of the reinspection
were proceduralized in procedure No QCP-VII-200, Revision 20 dated November 2,
1984 (Reference 9). The procedure recognized that paint and fireproofing
material would exist on most of the welds to be inspected; however, the
inspectors were directed to inspect in accordance with the design drawings and
AWS D 1.1-75 criteria. The procedure further stated that if the fireproofing
material precluded the ability to reinspect, then the welds were to be
recleaned. Additional information and results of the reinspection are
addressed later.

MISCELLANEOUS / STRUCTURAL STEEL WELD RECORDS
'

f The applicant's approved Quality Assurance /0uality Control (QA/QC) program
. required that a document referred to as a Miscellaneous / Structural Steel Weld
Record (MSSWR) be prepared and retained for welds made on field-welded
structural steel joints. The individual weld and joint records are not a
requirement of AWS D 1.1. The MSSWR required the following principal items to
be entered:

Drawing reference and joint number-

.

Material type-

Weld procedure utilized weld-

Filler material ide'ntification-

Symbol identification of the welder-
.

Date of welding and inspection-

,,

Identification of inspector-

Weld acceptance-

Remarks and/or sketches required for clarity-

The QA/QC program provided that each Bechtel structural steel drawing be
annotated to reflect the generation of acceptance MSSWRs on a connection-by-

i

|
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connection ba' sis ~. When all of the connections were annotated, that package of
work was considered complete.

Following completion of the structural steel welding activities, the MSSWRs
were retained at the construction site by the construction crews (field
engineers and inspectors) at various locations referred to as " headache shacks"
and " gang boxes." The great majority of the MSSWRs were single-part forms, so
that copies were not provided at the time to records keeping organizations.
The storage of MSSWRs in this manner in the field went on for a considerable
period of time. The constructor, Daniels International Corporation, did not
maintain adequate control or provide adherence to procedures, to ensure that
the.MSSWRs were fully retained (References 8 and 9).

It was not until the KG&E and DIC Combined Review Group (a ilocument review
- group) began a review of the acceptance documentation in 1983 to accomplish
building turnover, that they found that the acceptance of all welds in all
connections could not be accomplished with the existing records. At that time,
the effect of the above factors was identified and documented in CAR 1-C-0031.

:

The final report for KG&E CAR 19 (Reference 9) indicates that 1,509 of
6,816 MSSWRs for safety-related structural steel welds are missing. - Thej

! detailed records of the reinspection of the structural steel welds are being
| retained as plant records (Reference 8).

i

.
REINSPECTION OF PAINTED WELDS

r

| The KG&E corrective action plan to perform a 100% reinspection of all
L accessible safety-related structural steel welds necessitated the need for
| .Bechtel to identify the applicable joints. This was accomplished by review of
| the erection drawings prepared by the structural and miscellaneous steel

fabricators, field change request, nonconformance reports, construction
variance requests, and structural steel fabrication requests. Bechtel|

identified 2,670 structurally significant safety-related field-welded joints
which required reinspection.

As stated previously, approximately 56%, or 1,484 welded joints, were!

reinspected in a painted condition ~which consisted of either a primer coat,
topcoat, or both. Approximately 58%, or 859 of the painted weld joints, had
existing MSSWRs from the original inspection which showed the welds to be'

|
- acceptable.

!-
Bechtel-provided a technical justification for inspection through paint as an
attachment to a letter to KG&E identified as BLKES-1348 dated November 5, 1984,

(Reference 9). Bechtel's position is that fillet welds which have been coated
with up to 4 mils of primer and up to an additional 10 mils of topcoat can be
visually examined to the AWS D 1.1-75 acceptance criteria. Paint thickness was
measured using a standard dry film thickness gauge. Bechtel identified the
~following attributes as being those which could be fully evaluated: .

.

.
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. Weld presence and location-

Weld length-

Weld size, both_ leg length and throat thickness-
.

Weld profile, including convexity and concavity--

'

Fusion between weld and base metal-

Overlap-

Cross-section of weld craters-

Coarse undercut-

Large porosity-

.They further identified the following attributes as being more difficult to
evaluate and measure in a painted condition, and in some cases may not be
visible at all:

Cracks-

.

Fine porosity-

?

Tight undercut-

However, these three attributes were addressed as being largely dependent on
the metallurgical characteristics of the base metal being joined, the welding
material being used, and the ability of the welders performing the work.

~

The base material used for all structural steel at WCGS is ASTM A36, which is a
low carbon, highly weldable steel. The welding materials used were Type E7018
electrodes, which are highly compatible with A36 material. This compatibility
results in sound crack- and po.rosity-free welds provided basic precautions are

,

taken. These precautions are all addressed in the welding procedure
specifications used for the structural steel welding. The presence or absence
of undercut:is dependent on materials used, welding parameters, and welder
ability. The first two factors were addressed earlier, leaving welder ability,
which to a large degree is the major cause of undercut. The training and
qualification tests are in accordance with AWS D 1.1, which is designed to*-

provide the welders with the ability to control these attributes.

The NRC evaluated Bechtel's basis for joint selection and their justification
for reinspection of painted welds.

The NRC concluded that:

Bechtel's basis for the selection / identification of joints for-

reinspection was proper

-_-._ _ - - - _ _ _ -
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Bechtel~'s justification for inspection through paint was valid with-

respect to identifying those defects which would affect the
structural integrity of the welds.'

The NRC was not completely satisfied that visual examination of painted welds
would reveal lack of fusion. Independent NRC visual inspection (VT) of painted
welds was conducted to confirm that significant attributes could be detected.
In addition, painted welds were magnetic particle tested (MT) to' determine if
the paint was masking surface discontinuities; no surface discontinuities were
found in the sample examined. In addition, the NRC selected a statistically
significant sample of painted joints which were reinspected by the NRC using VT
and MT after the paint was removed. No defects were found in the sample
selected. This prnvided additional confidence in the ability to inspect
painted welds for significant defects, and confidence that the' welds had been
properly made (Reference 6).

It is important to note that the applicable code, AWS D 1.1, requires that
welded joints not be painted until. after the work has been completed and
accepted. The AWS has suggested that paint will generally mask surface
discontinuities. The DIC corresponded with the AWS regarding reinspection of
structural steel welds. The AWS replied that reinspection is not covered

- (addressed) by AWS D 1.1, and that such reinspection should be in accordance
with acc.eptance criteria agreed upon by the engineer and the contractor
(Reference 8).

~

RESULTS OF REINSPECTION
*

The KG&E reinspection effort was performed by AWS-certified welding inspectors
(CWIs) who were also certified as quality inspectors by DIC in accordance with
the requirements of ANSI N45.2.6-78. As previously discussed, inspection
criteria, acceptance standards, and method of documenting inspection results
was procedurally defined. The reinspection data was recorded in Weld Data
Sheets which documented the inspected as-built conditions of all accessible.
structural steel welds. All identified deficiencies were documented in NCRs
which, together with the Weld Data Sheets, were presented to Bechtel in order
that a case-by-case evaluation of each deficient welded joint could be
performed.

|
- follows:

The documented results of the KG&E reinspection effort can be tabulated as
|

.

|

.
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No. of Joints Identified for Reinspection - 2,670

- No. of Joints Completely Reinspected - 2,403

No. of Painted Joints - 1,484 -

No. of Unpainted Joints - 919

No. of Acceptable Joints - 1,305

No. of Rejected Joints - 1,098

No. of Partially Inaccessible Joint: 165-

No. of Totally Inaccessible Joints - 102

A question arose as to the causes of the obvious differences in inspection
results with respect to the original inspections between 1977 and 1982, and the
reinspection effort between October 1984 and February 1985. The existing
MSSWRs documenting the results of the original inspections show that-the
welding was acceptable, while the reinspection identified 1,098 rejectable
welded joints. This disparity was probably caused by a less intense inspection
discipline during the original inspections. Considerable more latitude and .

Judgement was the norm for structural steel welding inspection during the
earlier time frame. As a result of the subsequent identification of defective) welds during the sample inspection, a very disciplined and structured pl~an with
absolute acceptance / rejection criteria was established for use during the
reinspection activities. As a result, those attributes originally identified
as being acceptable, were now being rejected. In addition, inspection to the
established rigid and absolute criteria would allow Bechtel to perform complete
and thorough evaluations of the as-built conditions.

,

Bechtel's evaluation of the 1,098 rejectable welded joints identified 82 joints;

requiring. repairs due to defective conditions which caused the design allowable
stresses to be exceeded in the as-built condition, and 81 additional joints
were identified as requiring repairs due to KG&E's commitment to install
missing material and missing and underlength welds (unless prohibited by fie'.d
conditions) even though the design allowable stresses had not been exceeded.
It was determined that field conditions did preclude the repair of 14 of the 81
joints. Thus, a total of 149 welded joints were repaired, and all others were
dispositioned as "use-as-is.",,

With respect to the 102 joints identified as being totally inaccessible due to
their being embedded in concrete or having physical interferences, 62 were
acceptable as-is because evaluation showed that the concrete was capabl? of
supporting the design load, thus eliminating any concerns with respect to
defective welds. It was also noted that 165 joints were partially
inaccessible; however, suf ficient inspection data was available on 139 of the
joints to allow an evaluation to be performed. This leaves a total of 66
joints out of 2,670 which could not be evaluated. The basis by-which Bechtel-
accepted these joints was through statistical analysis, and is considered

_ _
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proper logic.'If the 2,604 fully evaluated joints are considered a sample of
,

the 2,670 total population of joints, then the sample size represents such a |
large percentage of the total population that statistics associated with the
sample may be applied to the total population with virtually 100% confidence.
This implies that if a percentage of inspected joints were determined to exceed
design allowable stresses, then statistically this percenta'Se may be applied to
the total population.

Of the 2,604 joints which'were evaluated, 82 joints (3.14%) were identified in
which the design allowable stresses were exceeded. Analysis has shown that
those joints would not have failed under the design loading conditions.
However, 60 of the 82 joints were polar crane radial stops in which the same
welds were missing in each joint and the design allowable stresses were
eueeded. In addition, 6 pressurizer support joints had the s'ame welds missing
in each joint, three of which exceeded the design allowable stresses. Thus, a
total of 19 joints in the remaining population of 2,541 joints (0.75%),
exceeded the design allowable stresses. It should be pointed out that the
cause of the missing identical welds in the 60 polar crane radial stops and the
6 pressurizer supports is attributable to the failure of the detail drawings to
provide a clear understanding of the weld details. This is considered an
isolated condition and was substantiated by the NRC Region IV inspector's
review of the applicable structural steel detail drawings delineating the -

welded joint configurations. That is, by reviewing typical drawings of the
66 joint details, the NRC staff concluded that they are more representative of
the larger population; in other words, joint welding details are clear, not

f like the 60 polar crane stop joints. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes it
appropriate to include these 66 joints in the larger population group.

.

~

The 0.75% statistically applied to the group of 66 joints which could not be
evaluated, results in less than 1 joint in which the design allowable stresses
could be expected to be exceeded. It would also be expected that none of these
joints would fail under the design loading conditions as a result of defective
welds.

,

NRC reviewed Bechtel's methodology with respect to evaluating and
dispositioning the identified welding defects, and their approach with respect
to inaccessible welded joints embedded in concrete. NRC concluded that:

Bechtel's approach of individually calculating stress levels to-

determine the structural adequacy of the identified as-built
conditions is acceptable.

9

There is no deficiency in Bechtel's approach with respect to-

inaccessible welded joints embedded in concrete, in that the use of,

statistical analysis and acceptable alternative load path evaluation
is proper.

In order to assess the adequacy and implementation of KG&E's committed
corrective actions, NRC's Region IV staff accompanied CWIs'on several occasions
to observe and verify their inspection activities and to assure that the.
results of the inspections were being accurately recorded. In addition, NRC's

,
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Region IV staff' conducted independent inspections on selected joints with
~

subsequent comparison to the CWIs inspection data sheets. There were no
discernible differences in inspection results obtained by NRC's Region IV staff
and the CWIs during either the accompanied or independent inspection
activities. This created a very high level of confidence in the data being

,

documented by the CWIs during the reinspection program,
t

The NRC Region IV staff reviewed weld data sheets and applicable NCRs for
approximately 1,750 welded joints, including 149 data sheets and 34 NCRs
associated with the joints that were repaired. In addition, and subsequent to
the completion of the reinspection effort, the NRC Region IV staff performed an
inspection on 42 of the 149 repaired joints, with acceptable results. It was
noted that magnetic particle examination (MT) was also performed on 24 of the>

149 repaired joints with acceptable results by KG&E.,

Of potential concern was the reconciliation of the as-built conditions to the
design-drawings. This was resolved by Bechtel in that they are identifying all
NCRs applicable to field-welded / structural steel joints on Drawing No. C-1045.
. Note.46 in Revision 1 to Drawing No. C-1003, " Civil-Structural Steel and
Concrete General Notes," states, in part, " . . . See the s. hop detail drawings
and appropriate nonconformance reports identified on Drawing C-1045 for
connection details."

As stated earlier the NRC performed an independent NDE program at WCGS. The
particular NDE disciplines used were VT and MT. The NRC specifically
recognized that fine lack of fusion, tight cracks or porosity, might be masked

,

by coatings and that the use of MT might be of significant assistance in
helping to determine its existence. One of the goals of the MT was to help
establish the validity of the VT of painted welds.

The results of the NRC inspection are documented in NRC Inspection
Report 50-482/85-12; however, a summary of those results. are presented here.

- Four structural carbon steel weld samples were fabricated with known flaws such
as. tight cracks and porosity in the welds. The samples were 3/4" X 6" X 8" in
dimension. These were examined by VT and MT, and then photographed before
painting. The samples were then coated with Carboline CZ-11 primer and the
coating thickness measured. The VT and MT examinations were repeated through
the coating'and the results photographed. The samples were then coated with
Carboline 191 HB epoxy, representative of field condition's, and the
examinations performed again and photographed. The types of indications noted
within these test blocks represented the types of indications that could be- .

encountered with structural welding. The NRC inspection team also indicated
that the tight indications in the test blocks were difficult to visually detect
and if all the welds were in the as-welded condition, a small percentage of the
indications would have been detected visually. Indications wider than the
samples would be detected by visual inspection.

The results of-these tests provad that meaningful MT can be performed through
paint coatings.
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The NRC inspectors. randomly selected safet
. essential service water system pumphouse (y-related structural welds in theESWS) and reactor building. The
welds were subjected to VT and MT with either the primer or the epoxy coatings I

applied. The coatings were then removed and the welds were reexamined by VT
and MT.-

~

In the ESWS, welds on six clip angles were visually examined with
Carboline CZ-11 primer coat applied. The dry film thickness for.the prime'r
ranged from 1.0 to 3.0 mils. After the primer was removed, the welds were
reinspected by VT and MT using the NRC-approved procedure NDE-6, Revision 0,
and Addendum WC-1-6-1.

The examinations disclosed that three of the clip angle welds were undersized;
P-7, P-8, and P-10. Review of KG&E records showed that these welds had been
identified as being undersize and were recorded on a nonconformance report.
Otherwise, no other deficiencies were noted.

Similar examinations were conducted in the reactor building wherein five
structural steel weld joints were VT'd and MT'd for AWS D 1.1 acceptability and
overall workmanship. The welds had Carboline 191 HB epoxy coating on them.
The welds were found to be acceptable. .

A sample of 55 welded connections ~was selected in the reactor building for VT
with primer and epoxy coatings applied. The samples were selected from
different elevations in order to provide a sample that had been welded by
different welders and at different times. The VT was performed to design
requirements and AWS D 1.1 acceptance criteria. Five of the joints had their
coatings removed and were reinspected by VT and MT. No indications were found

- on the welds with coatings or on those that had the coatings removed.

It was concluded that certain characteristics involved in VT can be evaluated
effectively on coated welds. There were no characteristics identified during
this inspection that could affect the integrity of the welded joints inspected.

A statistical sample of welded structural joints was selected from the reactor4

building for reinspection and evaluation to provide a level of confidence as to
the quality of existing welded joints. The selected sample consisted of
53 welded joints that were inspected for size, surface condition and overall
workmanship, then MT'd for discontinuities. On those welded joints selected,

i all primer and epoxy coatings were removed prior to inspection. The inspection
was performed and evaluations made in accordance with the design requirements
and AWS D 1.1 acceptance criteria. No rejectable welds were identified.,

The NRC staff concluded that the above VT and MT exaninations provided adequate
i assurance that welds can be MT'd through the coatings and that the previous*

i reinspections give reasonable confidence that the inspection program was
capable of identifying detrimental structural weld flaws.'

.

| There have been three other major activities involving AWS welding. These
activities in*volved different inspection methods and record retention
requirements'than those used in structural steel welding. These activities

~

.
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involved the in'stallation of electrical raceway supports, pipe whi
and supports for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)p restraints,ductwork.
KG&E had discovered problems in two of these areas as documented in a
10 CFR 50.55(e) report to the NRC relative to the HVAC supports, and was
resolved by a 100% reinspection and rework program culminating in early 1983.

*

An NRC inspection was perfomed on the HVAC system, including welded supports,
which concluded that the rework program had been satisfactory. The other area
of AWS welding problems involved electrical raceway supports. KG8E had
identified problems with 1!hese welds in 1982, but Bechtel had resolved the
issue through engineering analysis and revision to the engineering criteria
which had the effect of allowing the welds to meet AWS Code criteria. This

resolution was satisfactory, based on insp(ections performed by NRC.
With

respect to the pipe whip restraints, NDE liquid penetrant or MT) was required
on 100% of the welds. This was an original specification requirement for this
category of hardware. MSSWRs were used as described earlier, however, each
weld was also documented on a separate NDE report. A review of these documents
provided no indication of problems.

.The methods of documenting inspection results differed depending upon the
quality discipline responsible for inspection of the different AWS welding
activities. The inspections of electrical raceway supports and HVAC~ supports
were documented on Raceway Support Checklists and Mechanical Travelers,
respectively. These methods provided a closed loop system where individual
accountability for a weld was required and controlled, and the documentation
was verified accurate and complete by QC/QA' personnel.

Welding of piping systems and supports for the piping systems was accomplished
in accordance with Section III of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME) Code. The examination and documentation requirements with respect to
ASME Code Section III welding, are considerably more detailed and controlled.
Further, nearly all Class 1, 2, and 3 welds in pressure retaining materials
receive some form of NDE; i.e., radiography, ultrasonic, liquid penetrant, or
MT. With one exception, there have been no significant problems in this area
identified during many inspections, the most recent of which were accomplished
after initial development of the structural welding issue by NRC personnel.

! The exception noted was a KG&E 10 CFR 50.55(e) report which related a finding
that there were undersized fillet welds in small diameter piping systems.

,

These welds were reworked to achieve compliance and verified by the ASME|

i Authorized Nuclear Inspector and by the NRC.
,

The inspections of nonwelding areas documented in NRC inspection .

! Report 50-482/84-51 (Reference 15), wera wide ranging in nature and involved-

| nearly every principal aspect of construction. These inspections were conducted
! at a time and by personnel fully cognizant of the structural welding issue. As
! noted in the letter of transmittal for NRC Inspection Report 50-482/84-51,no

pervasive breakdowns were identified.
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CONCLUSIONS

- Based on the comprehensive corrective action by KG&E, and the NRC's extensive
irdependent inspection and verification program, the structural steel welding

- issue is considered resolved.
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Attachment A
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REFERENCES

Reference No. Description
,

.

1 CAR 1-W-0029 dated March 22, 1983

.

2 CAR 1-C-0031 dated August 10, 1983

3 G. L. Koester to R. D. Martin letter
dated October 29, 1984 -
KML NRC 84-191

4 R. P. Denise to G. L. Koester letter
dated October 26, 1984 Transmits,

inspection report 50-482/84-22.

5 Robert D. Martin to G. L. Koester
letter dated November 21, 1984
EA 84-107. Transmits Notice of

! Violation and Proposed Imposition
of Civil Penalty.

6 Robert D. Martin to G. L. Koester
letter dated March 7, 1985.
Transmits inspection reports
50-482/85-12 and 50-482/85-13.

,

7 Robert D. Martin to G. L. Koester
letter dated November 15, 1985.-

(Confirmation of Action Letter.)
.

8 Transcript of Meeting Between
Kansas Gas and Electric' Company..

and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission -
Wednesday, February 27, 1985

9 G. L. Koester to R. C. DeYoung letter
dated December 31, 1984. KML NRC-
84-238. (Transmits CAR 19 final
report.)

.
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Reference No. Description
.

10 G. L. Koester to R. C. DeYoung letter
dated January 21, 1985 -
KML NRC 85-037 (Transmits supplemental
response to NOV.)

11 G. L. Koester to R. P. Denise letter
dated February 14, 1985 -
KML NRC 85-054.

12 G. L. Koester to R. P. Denise letter
dated February 15, 1985 -
KML NRC 85-057.

13 G. L. Koester to R. P. Denise letter
dated February 22, 1985 - -

KML NRC 85-065.

..-

14 G. L. Koester to R. P. Denise letter
dated March 4, 1985 -
KML NRC 85-073.

.

15 R. P. Denise to G. L. Koester letter
dated January 3, 1985. (Transmitted

7 inspection report 50-482/84-51.)
:
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Enclosure II
.

ELECTRICAL SEPARATION ISSUE-.

A. Introduction

The purpose of this document is to provide information relative to the *

findings of electrical cable separation deficiencies and cable separation
procedural inadequacies at the Wolf Creek Generating Station (WCGS)
identified in NRC Inspection Reports 50-482/84-22 and 50-482/84-51,
respectively.

B. Scope

1. The deficiencies in the area of electrical cable separation were
discovered by the NRC during two different inspections at the WCGS.
These resulted in the issuance of two violations. The inspection
conducted during the period of June 11 through September 28, 1984
(documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-482/84-22), detailed several
examples of the following:

Violations of the criteria where safety-related electrical-

conduits must be separated by 1-inch or more from redundant
safety-related and nonsafety-related conduits.

"

Violations of the criteria where safety-related electrical-

cables must be separated by 6 inches or more from redundant,
safety-related and nonsafety-related cables within cabinets or

,

panels.

2. NRC Inspection Report 50-482/84-51 documented th'e findings of an NRC
inspection conducted during the period of October 23 through November 2,
1984. This inspection discovered that site procedures do not
include the same separation criteria for nonsafety-related conduits
to safety-related cable trays as is required for safety-related
conduits to nonsafety-related cable trays. This is in violation of
FSAR commitments to NRC Regulatory Guide I.75 and IEEE-384, since no
evaluation of safety significance was performed.

C. Scope of KG8E's Corrective Action
.

KG8E instituted a walkdown inspection of all safety-related buildings for
: .. violations of the 1-inch separation criteria, and all control room

cabinets and panels for violations of the 6-inch internal separation i

criteria. KG&E stated that the deficiencies discovered during these,

walkdowns were documented on nonconformance reports and were corrected.
In addition to the physical work performed, KG&E required retraining of
the construction craft, engineering, and inspection personnel in the
importance of assuring proper conduit separation. Also, a memo was
issued to site organizations alerting them to the separa' tion requirements,
and the care that must be taken when routing cables within cabinets and
panels..

.

-. ne... .~ ~ _ __
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A proposed change to the Wolf Creek FSAR was submitted to the NRC's
OfficeofNuclearReactorRegulation(NRR)onJanuary 14, 1985,.to
incorporate site procedural-requirements into the FSAR. The change would
accept the existing physical separation of nonsafety-related conduits to
safety-related cable trays, based upon a KG&E evaluation. This change
was accepted.by NRR on. February 15, 1985. -

D. NRC Verification of KG&E's Corrective Actions

NRC Region IV performed an inspection of the areas where corrective
action on the NRC-identified violation was to have been completed. All
of the examples cited in NRC Inspection Report 50-482/84-22 were found to
have been adequately resolved and no additional violations were discovered.
The. scope of KG&E's inspection of cabinets and panels in the' control
room was judged broad enough since several previous NRC inspections of
cabinets and panels in other plant creas found no separation violations.
It was determined the.t adequate corrective action has been performed to
resolve existing deficiencies, alleviate future concerns, and satisfy
NRC Regulatory Guide 1.75 and IEEE-384. The NRC closure of this violation
is documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-482/85-03, which is attached.

.
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In Reply Refer'To:
Docket: STN 50-482/85-03

Wi;s 3196
__.

. '.

Kansas Gas and Electric Company
ATTN: Glenn L. Koester -

.

Vice President - Nuclear
P. D. Box 208

-

Wichita, Kansas 67201 -

-
. .. .

Gentlemen:
~

This refers to the inspection conducted by Messrs. R. P. Mullikin, J. E. Bess
and G. L. Madsen of this office during the period January 7-24, 1985, of
activities authorized by NRC Construction Permit CPPR-147 for'the Wolf Creek
Generating Station, and to the discussion of our findings with
Mr. W. J. Rudolph, and other members of your staff at the conclusion of the
i ns.pection.

Areas examined during the inspection included followup on previously identified
inspection findings and allegations. Within these areas, the inspection
consisted of selective examination of procedures and representative records,
interviews with personnel, and observations by the inspectors. These findings
are documented in the enclosed inspection report.

,

Within the scope of the inspection, no violations or deviations were
identified.

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased to
' discuss them with you.

Sincerely,
.

'

orio.inal Signs:d By
_ g . . .. . . . 3
,

R. P. Denise, Director
Wolf Creek Task Force

.

Enclosure:
'

~ Appendix - NRC Inspection Report
50-482/85-03

cc: (see page 2) i

PSA h PSBd'N PSA) C:PS ORS &P E0
g Mullikin/jj JBess GMadsen LMa RDenise TWestermsn..

h/ / /85 3 // /85 d// /85 .5-// /85 3/)/85 / /85

&-

/
| _ g< u py324
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Kansas Gas and Electric Company -2--

.

cc w/ enclosure:-

- -

Kansas Gas and Electric Company
..

ATTN: Gene P. Rathbun, Manager-
of Licensing

P. O. Box 208 - -
,

Wichita, Kansas 67201 *

'
Forrest Rhodes, Plant Superintendent '

.

Wolf Creek Generating Station - - ' -'

P. O. Box 309 -

. Burlington, Kansas 66839 ,

bec to DMB (IE01)
.

bec distrib. by RIV:
*RPB1 P. O'Connor, NRR K. Knell, NRR.

*RPB2 * Resident Inspector R. D. Martin, RA
*EP&RPB *Section Chief (RPB2/A) C. Wisner, PA0
*RIV File R. Denise, DRS&P * MIS System.

Myron Karman, ELD, MNBB (2) J. Harrison, RIII
.

KANSAS STATE DEPT. HEALTH *RSTS Operator
*D. Weiss, LFMB (AR-2015)

*w/766

.

.

'O
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APPENDIX-

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV-

-.

'

.

NRC Inspection Report: STN 50-482/85-03 Construction Permit: CPPR-147
,

Docket: 50-482 Category: B1
~

'

Licensee: Kansas Gas and Electric. Company (KG&E) -

,
* * *P. O. Box 208

Wichita, Kansas 67201

Facility Name: Wolf Creek Generating Station

Inspection At: Wolf Creek Site, Coffey County, Burlington, Kansas

Inspection Conducted: January 7-24, 1985

Inspectors: df///#.5
M . f. Mullikin/ Reactor Inspector, Project DatgR

Section A, R6 actor Project Branch 2
(pars. 1., 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6)-

~ iffi n ! 5b .?5_
t

-
.

5.'E. Bess',, Reactor Insbector, Project Date
Section B, Reactor Project Branch 2
(pars. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6)

tidhsm J 3/i/?5.m
'G. L. Madsen, Reactor Inspector, Project Date

Section A, Reactor Project Branch 2
(par. 3)

.

Approved: C 4.

L.' E. Martin, blef, Wolf Creek Task Force gpte

,

,
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.
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Inspection Summary - .

Inspection Conducted January 7-24, 1985 (Report STN 50-452/85-03) *

Areas Insoected: Routine, announced-inspection for the followup on previous .

NRC inspection findings and. allegations. The inspection involved *

76 inspector-hours onsite and 8 inspector-hours in-office by three NRC .'inspectors. .
..

. . .

Results: Within the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were
identified.

.
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DETAILS-

. . '.
,

1. Persons Contacted . -
.

Kansas Gas and Electric (KG&E)

*W. J. Rudolph II, Manager, Quality Assurance (QA) *
- * -

*W. M. Lindsay, Supervisor, Quality Systems
*N. Hoadley, Nuclear Plant Engineering
*R. L. Stright, Licensing
*T. D. Fay, Licensing
*C. J. Hoch, QA Technician
H. K. Chernoff, Licensing
J. L. Blackwell, Fire Protection Specialist
K. Peterson, Licensing

SNUPPS

'M. Fletcher, Licensing
.

The NRC. inspectors also interviewed other site personnel during the
course of the insp'ection.

* Denotes those attending the exit interview.

2. Licensee Action on Previous Insoection Findings

(Closed) Violation (482/8422-02): Failure to maintain electrical
separation. The issue of 1-inch conduit-to-conduit separation
deficiencies was s(tisfied by the completion of KG&E Corrective Action
Request (CAR) 15. Under CAR 15, Daniel International Construction (DIC)

.

was to identify all violations of the 1 inch separation criteria in all
"Q" areas, and correct them using nonconformance reports (NCRs). After
DIC completed its work on CAR 15, KG&E QA performed a surveillance of the
inspected areas and found several unidentified separation violations.
KG&E rejected the DIC corrective action as ineffective, and subsequently,
a joint DIC and KG&E walkdown was initiated. This walkdown identified
only four additional violations of the 1 inch criteria. All violations
were corrected as denoted by the closure of the CAR. Corrective action.

was taken to avoid further violations of this type.
' Startup Field Report (SFR) 1-RL-31 was initiated to identify all

violations of the 6 inch internal cabinet separation criteria. These
violations were corrected via the NCR process and closed out. Corrective
action was taken to preclude recurrence of this noncompliance.

-
.

.
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The NRC inspector visually inspected all NRC identified separation
violations to confirm that corrective action had been performe'd. It'

appears that KG&E has adequately addressed the problems delineated in the
violation. This violation is considered closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (482/8422-03): Potential flexible electrical *

conduit separations violations due to equipment vibration, transmitted
hydrodynamic loads, or seismic events. During the walkdowns associ'ated
with CAR 15, as described above, inspectors physically attempte'd to *

violate the 1 inch criteria by moving the conduits together and
overlapping if possible. When released by the inspectors, all conduits
were observed to have maintained the required separation. This action
appears to satisfy this concern. This unresolved item is considered
closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8418-02): This item concerned the correct
torquing of mounting bolts for safety related instrumentation.
SFR (SU-72) had been issued to track and document the completion of the
bolt torquing concerns. Construction Work Permits (CWPs) were issued and
work completed as required by 5U-72. The NRC inspector verified .that the

,

work was completed and documented. This item is considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-01): Incorporation of revisions and issuance
of fire protection procedures and fire preplans. The NRC inspector
confirmed that all NRC identified changes to procedures had been made and
that the procedures and fire preplans were issued. This open item is
considered closed.

'

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-02): Fire dampers operability during flow
conditions, and maintenance procedure. KG&E Procedure STS-MT-026 was
approved, which will require periodic visual inspection of fire dampers.
The testing of the fire dampers during flow condition's ha2 not been
performed since the required actions to be taken during a fire would be to
isolate the fire by shutting down all ventilation fans to the affected
area. This appears adequate to resolve this concern. This open item is
considered closed. .

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-03): Test of portable radios needed to
support the safe shutdown function. The licensee supplied the NRC
inspector with the results of a test that showed that communications
between plant locations necessary to shut down the plant from outside the.,

control room and the auxiliary shutdown panel were found satisfactory.
Also checked were traffic routes between locations. This open item is
considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-04): Inadequate emergency lighting. The NRC
inspector verified that the previously identified lighting deficiencies
were corrected. However, a new procedure for evacuating the control room
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due to a fire vas developed after the previous inspection. This procedure
was walked down in its entirety to assess the emergency lightirig in areas
not previously inspected by the NRC. The NRC inspector identified three
areas.to the licensee where existing lights needed to be realigned. These
lights were subsequently redirected,'and a followup inspection by the ARC .

inspector showed them to be acceptable. This open item is considered
closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-05): Completion of all preoperatic'nal fire -

protection tests and the completion of an acceptabld set of fire pump
operation curves. The licensee confirmed that all fire prot'ection
preoperational tests had beer, performed. In addition, the licensee
performed fire pump performance tests on their electric and. diesel fire
pumps. Curves were shown to the NRC inspector and 'these will become their
base curves. This open item is considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-06): Installation of all fire barrier
penetration seals. The NRC inspector was informed by XG&E that the
installation of all penetration seals required for safe shutdown was
completed on January 12, 1985. However, due to modifications requ. iring
the breaching of some of these seals, not all safe shutdown penetrations,

may be sealed on a certain day. This concern is alleviated by the site
Technical Specifications which will require a fire watch for each breached
seal. This open item is considered closed.

(Closed)OpenItem(482/8419-07): Adequacy of fire protection detectors
in the control room ventilation ducting. The NRC inspector reviewed an
analysis of the fire detection arrangement in the control room, which
included the installation of two additional detectors'in the contrcl room.
This appears to satisfy the concern. This open item is considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (4S2/8419-08): Completion of identified fire barrier
wrapping. KG&E confirmed to the NRC inspector that all fire wrapping has
been completed. A visual inspection was made of a sampic of the completed
wraps in the auxiliary building by the NRC inspector. These wraps
appeared to satisfy separation requirements. Thir open item is considered
closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-09): Isolation of diesel generators from the
control room and the analysis of the spurious signal concern. The NRC
inspector reviewed and walked oown procedure OFN 00-017 for the evacuation-

of the control room due to a fire. lhis procedure, along with physical
modifications, allows for the isolation of the diesel ge1erators and the.

elimination of spurious signals to selected equipment. This open item is
considered closed.

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-10): Issuance of an acceptable hot thutdown
procedure, training of operators and demonstration of the procedure to the

.
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NRC. The NRC inspector reviewed and walked down Procedure OFN 00-017 for'
the evacuation of the control room due to a fire. The licensee also
provided records of the training of personnel in this' procedure'. This
appears adequate to resolve this concern. This open item is considered
closed. .,. .

.

'

(Closed) Open Item (482/8419-11): Alternate source of power, independent
of the control room, for the pressurizer relief isolat. ion valves (PRIV).
The NRC inspector reviewed Procedure OFN-00-017 which demonstrates how the-
PRIVs can be isolated from the control room and still have power. This
open item is considered closed.

3. Followup on Allegations

a. (Closed) Allegation (4-84-A-71): This allegation concerned a number
of items in the startup program. Included are several KG&E SFRs
dealing with the fire protection program that the allegers felt were
incorrectly dispositioned. The following are the investigations of
each, allegation item:

Allegation: Part 1: SFR 1-KC-39, stated that site' specifications
require that halon piping be rigidly supported to prevent swaying.
The SFR listed several fire protection systems as violating this
requirement. Bechtel's response was that the term " rigidly
supported" does not mean " supported with no movement." They stated
that additional restraints would be added if found necessary due, to
preoperational, tests.

'

Findings: Part.1: The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA).

Standard.12A states, in part, "The piping system (halon) shall be
securely supported with due allowances for agent thrust forces,
, thermal expansion and contraction and shall not be subjected to,

mechanical, chemical, vibration or other damage."-

! The KG&E startup engineer who originated SFR 1-KC-39 was interviewed,

by the NRC inspector.
written before the pipiThe startup engineer stated that this SFR wasng wall penetration seals were installed. At!-

that time, unacceptable movement was observed. However, he stated
that the preoperational halon tests performed on the systems at the
time of the interview showed no adverse problems with pipe sway.

! Conclusion: Part 1: After an investigation of this allegation, it'"

is concluded that although the word " rigidly" may be inappropriate as
,

used'in the vendor drawing, the present halon piping system does not
violate the NFPA standard for pipe movement or FSAR cour.itments.
Part 1 of this allegation could not be substantiated.

}
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Allegation: Part 2: SFR 1-KC-41 stated that the infra-red
detectors' view in the diesel generator rooms are severelp obscured
by permanent HVAC ductwork, catwalks, and the diesel generator
silencer. These detectors are line-of-sight devices and must see a
fire to operate. This, according to the SFR, is a violation of - -

NFPA-72E. Bechtel responded that the rooms have the required
detector coverage and that the obstructions noted in the SFR were
temporary due to construction activities. -

,
, , ,

Fir. dings: Part 2: The NRC inspector toured both diesel generator
rooms and could find no permanent structure that appeared to obscure
the detectors' view. A review of the preoperational t?:sts for these
rooms (SU4-KC03) showed that the detectors performed.al required by
site requirements for a simulated fire.

I
Conclusion: Part 2: Based upon the above findings it 'is concluded
that the installed infra-red fire detectors in the diehel generator
rooms are adequate in number and location. Part 2 of this allegation
could not be substantiated.

Allegation: Part 3: SFR 1-KC-45 stated that the FSAR requires that
all fire detection and alarms in safety-related areas '.2 Class A
circuits. However, according to the SFR, Bechtel Drawings
10466-M-651-0074 thrcugh 0076 show 84 out of 103 zones in
safety-related areas as Class B circuits. The SFR racommended
revision of design documents and the FSAR. Bechtel rejected the
proposed resolution and accepted the design "as-is" stating that FSAR
commitments were met. -

Findings: Part 3: The FSAR, Section 9.5.1, requires, in part, "In
safety related areas, the fire detection and alarm system meets
,NFPA-720 Class. A.."a NFPA-72D-states...in .partd'A smoke detecting-.. .-. . . , . -. . - -

combination of a Class A Proprietary System shall be capable of
operating for a smoke alarm signal during a single break or a single
ground fault condition of the circuit wiring conductors (a) between'
the central supervising station and the smoke alarm signal
transmitter and the smoke detector control unit. . ."

An NRC fire protection engineer informed the NRC inspector that the

circuit (pretation of NFPA-72D is that the actual fire detection
NRC inter

from the detector to the control unit) does not have to be-

Class A as is the contention in the SFR.
.

Conclusion: Part 3: It is concluded that the present design of
Class A detection circuits satisfies FSAR and NFPA requirements.
Part 3 of this allegation could not be substantiated.

.

.
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Allegatio'n': 'Part 4: SFR 1-KC-46 stated that, for fire protection
system KC-05, KC-06, KC-07, and KC-09 each main and reserv'e bank of
halon cylinders has parallel solenoid actuators where the Bechtel
drawings show only one. Also, the SFR stated that this arrangement
does not allow for the required solenoid coil supervision. Bechtel's

,

response to the SFR was to initiate a design change to show the
parallel coil arrangement on the site drawings. They further s.tated
that the parallel splenoids are supervised and, thus, no ad,ditional

* '

changes were made to design.

Findings: Part 4: Bechtel Drawings M-658-0035-03 and M-658-0038-03
were reviewed by the NRC inspector. The inspector verified that a
change was made to these drawings to show the parallel solenoid
actuators. The redundant solenoids are installed in areas required
for the safe shutdown requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R. This
arrangement provides an extra measure of reliability, but is net
required by the NRC. The NRC inspector determined that electrical
supervision of the redundant solenoids is available uncer the present
arrangement.

Conclusion: Part 4: It is concluded that the present arrangement of
recuncant parallel solenoids actuators satisfies both FSAR and NFPA
requirements. Part 4 of this allegation could not be substantiated.

Allegation: Part 5: SFR 1-KC-47 dealt with the power supply to, the
fire protection control cabinets. The SFR had the following three
concerns:

.

1) The de power supply is rated for 130 to 170 volts de but the
required input range is 105 to 140 volts de per Bechtel
Specification No.10466-M-658. .

'

2) The power supply is mounted flush gainst the wall but the+
.

manufacturer recommends a 1/2-inch stand off for ventilation.

3) There is no indication that the power supply is listed or
approved for fire protection service.

Bechtel's response was that the power supply is acceptable for its
intended service.

-

. .
.

Findings: Part 5: The hal~on control panels recuire a regulated
power supply. The plant de power, can vary from 105 to 140 volts.
However, the regulated power supply in the control panel is listed
for a 130 to 170 volt de input range. The vendor has supplied
information from the manufacturer of the control panels that the
regulated powr supply will operate satisfactory at the different
input range. Also, the manufacturer stated that flush mounting of

. _ . -
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the supply would have no adverse effect on its operation. Although
the power supply is not UL listed the control panel, with the power,

supply, is approved and listed by Factory Mutual for fire protection
service which satisfies FSAR and NFPA requirements.

. .
.

Conclusion: Part 5: Based upon the above findings 'it is concluded
that the halon control panel will operate satisfactory with the
installed power supply.
substantiated.

~

Part 5 of this allegation could not be'
'

- ' "

Allegation: Part 6: SFR 1-KC-52 stated that an improper crimp on a
conductor to pressure suitch KC-PSH163 required the replacement of a
ring type lug with a split type lug. The SFR questioned this
replacement. Bechtel's response was that the installation was
acceptable due to the fact that the connection was facilitated 'in a
craftsmanlike manner and the pressure switch is a component of a
supervised circuit. A failure mode such as an open or short circuit
would alarm in the control room.

Findings: Part 6: Bechtel Specification M-650-04 does not address
the type of lug required. An inspection by the NRC inspector of
local panel 259, where switch termination is located, showed that no
unusual stress.would be put on the connection. It appears highly
unlikely that the split type lug could lose electrical contact.

Conclusion: Part 6: It is concluded, based upon the above findings,
tnat :nis termination satisfles FSAR and NFPA requirements. Part 6
of this allegation could not be substantiatec.

Alleoation: Part 7: SFR 1-KC-57 statec that a flaw was discovered
during troubleshooting and checkout of the KC-008 fire alarm panel in
tht> control room. An incoming alarm signal caused (1) a printout,
(2) a blinking LED annunciation, and (3) audible annunciation. The
blinking LED went solid and the audible stopped when the alarm was
acknowledged. The problem occurred, according to the SFR, when an
input signal went through several changes of state rapidly, like the
bouncing of a contact. The annunciator windov. would clear after
being acknowledged but the audible signal continued to sound until it
had been acknowledged twice as many times as the contact bounced.
The result was having a seemingly clear board with an audible alarm
that would not stop. Bechtel responded to the SFR by stating that-

the operation of the control panel was normal as cescribed. The
nuisance alarms were to be expected caring inspection and testing.,

Subsequently, startup initiated a second SFR disagreeing with
Bechtel's response. In addition, they statec that operators were
observed acknowledging KC003 " phantom" alarms by keyinc in "A 3 A

~

(return), A 3 A (return), A 3 A (return)," etc. , until the auoToTe

1

l

.

O
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went away.- They did not have to type in the specified sequence of
A (acknowledge), (zone number), A or T (for alarm or trouble). The
audible alarm was noticed by startup to cease, based on the right
number of acknowledgements, regardless of which zone entry was-

inputted. 4- '

.

Findings: Part 7: The Quality First organization at Wolf Creek also
investigated this matter. Subsequently, SFR 1-KC-129 was issudd to
resolve the problem'. Coordination among the manufacturer,'KG&E -

Nuclear Plant Engineering (NPE), and Bechtel resulted in the
resolution that the operation of the panel is as intended and.as NFPA
requires. Quality first did not substantiate this allegation.

Conclusion: Part 7: The above findings appear to adequately resolve
tne concern. Part 7 of this allegation could not be substantiated.

-Allegation: Part 8: SFR 1-KC-59 stated, in part, that the halcn
oisenarge system could be put into an inhibit mode which would not
allcw autccatic or manual electric pushbutton actuation of the
system. The alleger claimed that the only way to discharge halon in
an emergency, while the system is in the inhibit mode, would be to
operate the manual lever at the tanks. This operation would
discharge halon into the protected area but would not close
ventilation dampers or shut off the HVAC system. This, according to
the alleger, would make the halon system ineffective cue to the halon
concentration being dissipated through the HVAC syste.. The '

remaining halon could deccmpose, due to the heating cf the halen,
into toxic gases end spread irto other areas of the piar.t. The SFR
recc= ended a design change to permit the manual electric discharge
pushbutten to override the inhibit switch. Bechtei rejected the
proposed resolution to the SFR and accepted the present design
"as-is". KG&E NPE agreed with Bechtel'sGevaluation. Subsequently,
startup~ issued another SFR (1-KC-76) which depicted the design change,

needed to resolve the problem stated in SFR 1-KC-59. Bec"tel and NPE
rejected this resolution also.

Findings: Part S: The use of the inhibit switch is to allow for
occupancy of the protected area during periods of maintenance. The
NRC inspector discovered that the SFR was correct *in stating that
manual actuation of the halon would not shut down the HVAC system or
close darrpers. However, there are sev,eral design and administrative..

centrols in effect that would eliminate a major prcblem. In the
event of the halon system being put into the inhibit mode, site
Technical Specifications will require a continuous fire watch in the
area. If a fire occurred while the system is in the inhibit ccoe, a
detection signal would be received in the control roon even though
halon would not discharge. The approved site fire preplans require
the control room operators to isolate the fire by shutting dcwn the
HVAC fans and dampers to the affected area.
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Conclusion: Part 8: Based upon the above findings, it is concluded
~

that the present design could allow halon discharge withodt dampers
closing and the HVAC system shutting down, but administrative
controls in effect will eliminate any concern. Part 8 of this
allegation is partially substantiated but appears to have no safe' -

shutdown significance. '

Allegation: Part 9: SFR 1-KC-60 stated that five fuel buildirig fire
alarm horns and fifteen t'urbine building horns failed to op,erate ~

during tests due to corrosion on electrical contacts., Also, some
turbine building horns were indistinguishable from background noise.
Bechtel's response was that once the plant is operational a
surveillance procedure will periodically verify that the horns
function. Also, they stated that the background noise in the turbine
building will diminish during normal plant operation.

Findings: Part 9: NFPA-72A requires that audible alarms be
protected from the environment and that they be heard clearly
regardless of the taxima noise level cbtained frcm machinery cr
other equipment under normal conditions of occupancy. KGLE has a
surveillance procedure which will require periodic testing of the
audible alarms. The Quality First organi:ation also investigated
th.is allegation and determined that the background noise level should
be tested during power ascension to adequately determine whether
horns could be heard. Quality First stated that this wili be added
to the oper, items work list and will be tracked thrcugn t.e closure -

process fcr @ality First File QCI-E4-2%.

gr.c'us'or: brt 9: It is c:ncluded t.".n sur.sii h :e tt:ts .'ll be
acequate to catect faulty horns, and that further tests will be
needed for bachground noise levels in the turbine building. Part 9
of this allegation is partially substantiated but appears to have no
safe shutdown significance.

Allecaticn: Fart 10: SFR 1-KC-64 stated that the smoke cetecticn
s, sten in the south electrical penetratien room coes not rset NFPA
7:E-1975 criteria. This rtquires more detectors in an area when
structural beams are more than eighteen inches ceep. In addition,

the SFR described two cross zoned detectors (107-006 ano 114-006) in
the north electrical penetration room which are secarated by a full
height wall. Sechtel responded by adding additional smoke oetectors-

where needed. Hewever, Bechtel stated that the structural beams only
exceed eighteen inches in depth when fireproofing raterial is added,,

whict they censidered to be the correct interpretation of ,he NFPA
stancard. K3".I startup initiated another SFR which s ated oppesitien
to accepting Bechtel's interpretation of the NFPA standard.

.

.

.

._ , . . _ . - - - - -
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Findings: -Part 10: The NRC inspector conferred with ar lyRC fire
protection engineer who agreed that Bechtel's interpretat ion of the
NFPA standard concerning beam depth with fireproofing added is
acceptable. Bechtel Drawing E-1F1401 was reviewed which showed the
location of additional smoke detectors in the subject areas. 'Thi'NRC *

inspector verified that these detectors were actually installed. *

the .NRC 'andThe north electrical penetration rocm was inspected by'a full height 'found that two cross zoned detectors were separated'by
wall. However, both detectors are located within the protected area
of two other cross zoned detectors (114-007 and 107-003).

Conclusion: Part 10: Based ups a the above findings i,t is concluded
tnat the present system of detectors satisfies both FSAR and NFPA
requirements. Part 10 of this allegation could not be substantiated.

Allecation: Part 11: SFR 1-KC-SS stated that, contrary to NFPA
re:;uirements, return bends were nct installed for wet pipe sprinkler
pendent heads when used in drep tile ceiling areas. Bech el's
responses was that the NFPA standard does not require ret.rn. bends in
the subject srea.

Findinas: Part 11: NFFA-13 states, in part, "when piping en wet
systems are concealed, with sprinklers installed in pende-t position
below a ceiling, return bends shall be used when the sprir<ler system
is from a raw water source. . ." Tre use of return bends is recuired
n, minimize sediment build-up in the sprinkler heads. The ;uality
First organi:ation also investigate: this allecaticr and Sund it to
be substantiated. The corrective action is being handlec through
Guality First File QCI-84-24W. The area in question is nct an area
required for safe shutdown.

c,,

Conclusion: Part 11: It is concluded that the use of return bendsr

1r crcpType sprinkler heads are required to satisfy FSAR and NFPA
requirements.. Part 11 of this allegation is substantiated but
appears to have no safe shutdown significance.

Allecation: Part 11: SFR 1-KC-69 stated that the FSAR ar.d site~

specifications require that visual and audible local alar s and
trcuble indicators be installed on field deluge valve panels. The
panels do not have these alarms and indicatcrs. Bechtel's response, ,

was to accept the system "as-is."

Findings:' Part 11: Section 9.ES of the FSAR requires the fire
ce:ection system to alarm locally and in the centrol roc: . The NRC
inspector discussed with an NRC fire protection engineer tne
definition of " local " The engineer stated that the NRC interprets

.

-
_ _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ --- -- - - - -
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local ihdication and alarming to be at the multiplexer and,not at the
field deluge valve panels as alleged. -

-

Conclusion: Part 11: Based on the above findings it is concluded
that the present design for local indication and alarming satisfies *

FSAR and NFPA requirements. Part 11 of this allegation could not be
substantiated.

,

Allegation: Part 12i SFR 1-KC-70 stated that NFPA-12A req'uires the '
following for the halon discharge system:

1) Design no:zle pressures shall be not less than 200 psig.

2). The agent discharge shall be substantially complete in a nominal
10 seconds.

The SFR said that Bechtel Drawing M-65S-0046-01 allowed variations te
these requirements in violation of FSAR commitments. BecPtel
accepted the system "as-is" since they stated that NFPA alle.:s icnger
discharge times, and the discharge n0::le pressure recuire.er.ts has
been removed frem the NFPA standard.

Findings: Pant 12: Section 9.5.1 of the FSAR recuires tr.at halon
fire protection systems be desigr.ed ir. accordance with NF ;-12A-1973.

NFP.2-12A-1973 re:vired -";; d; rip n:::le trassera te n:t '.ess than
"CC PEIG. Sytse:ven: 's s a rce .rit "e:. ire en: ri.0.e:. Also.

:.: ; : : -:e: e- !:: :7 g -- -' rs5:;i s: :n -u- -~r

-' '

'.C :a::c.c: er :ri :3r -ire ifsors:Intiali) :: ; . . t c ; ' t. ;'

.

practical, unless a icr.ger cis:harge : ice is spe:ifically rermitted
by the authority having jurisdiction. Precperational tests have

6 shown several discharge times greater than 10 seconds. The American
Nuclear Insurer, which is the authority having jurisdiction for
insurance purposes, has Eccepted icn er disekar;e tires ba:ed en the.
larger capacity halon tanks used over .that the design spe:ifies. An
NRC fire protection engir.ecr nas infer se the NRC inspect:- that the
variations frcr nc::le pressurc trd disfrarge ima require .en:s are
acceptable.

Cenclusion: Part 12: Based on the above findings it is concluded
tnat tne bechtel response to this SFR is acceptable. Part 12 of this-

allegation could not be substantiated.
t

Allegation: Part 13: SFR 1-KC-73-stited that halon discharge
pressure switches were not tirec tc shu; de ;r. the H''AC system once
halon discharged as required by the FSAR. Bechtel's response was
that the HVAC system needed to be shut down prior to halor discharge

-
.

m
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to eliminate loss of halon due to the fans coasting down. Bechtel
subsequently revised the FSAR to reflect their design intent. ,

.

Findings: Part 13: Section 9.5.1.2.3 of the FSAR was revised to*

delete any reference to the initiation of the shutdown of associated *

equipment by the halon discharge pressure switch. This design was *

found to be acceptable to the NRC. ;
~

~Conclusion: Part 13i It'is concluded that the pre'sent des'ign for
HVAC system shutdown satisfies FSAR and NFPA requirements. Part 13
of this allegation could not be substantiated.

Allegation: Part 14: SFR 1-KC-74 stated that the water flow
pressure switches for fire protection control panel 322 and 323 in
the north and south electrical penetration areas fail to provide
Class A function as described by NFPA-72D, and required by the FSAR
for flow conitor device circuits. Sechtel's response was to accept
the system "as-is."

Fir.dires : Part 14: The F5AR, Section 9.5.1 states, in ps-t, "In'
safety-related areas, the fire cetecticn are alarm syster meets

- NFPA-720, Class A." NFPA-72D states, in part, " Class A s;. stem
provides emergency cperation fer fire alarm, waterflow alarm and
guarc's tour signals during a single b eak or a single gr:und fault
of the signaling line circuit."

,

Tre a'.lagsr inter;re:4. -. :he si.,c-lir.; 'i'a circuit :o ..- # re- -? :
i.- : : : - - ' ; . ' - : ' ' t e - e .: : '. ' 9.C- '-

. .

:r 1. : zig:..lir.g lir. :i . it ;; . fec L.c tr.r.. ..-- ; . < ,:<..
Tnis circuit is alreacy Class A. A discussien bet.veen the NRC
inspector and an NRC fire protection engineer revealed that Sechtel's
interpretation of a sig6tling line circuit is correct.

-

C:rclusien: Par: 12: It is cen:1uded, based en the tic.e
arter. -icr., tht: circuit desig . for the a :er ficu c ess. e swit:hes
sati:#ies FiAR and NFFA require;ents. Fart Ic c.f this al'.egation
c: ic :.:: te substantiated.

Allegation: Part 15: SFR 1-KC-94 stated that in'the cable chases
ac;cining electrical ecuipment rects, a water sprinkler sy ter has
replaced the originally designed halon system. The concern in the..

SFR was that consideration had not been given to possible water
damage tc the electrical equipment and electrical penetra:icn seals.
Eechtel's respense .as that ficor penetratica seals in the cable
chases cculd ..ithstand the pressure of water buildup and : rains cculd
handle the overflow from the chases.

.

.
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Findinos: Part 15: The NRC inspector reviewed the data supplied by
Bechtal and inspected the electrical equipment rooms. There is no
indication that the drains would not be able to eliminate water
buildup in these rooms-and the penetration seals would.be breached.

. .
,

Conclusion: Part 15: Based on the above findings. it is concluded
tnat the present fire suppression system in the cable chases
satisfies FSAR and NFPA requirements.

,
. . -

Alleoation: Part 16: SFR 1-SU-8'O stated that the penetration
sealant being used between the north and south electrical penetration
room walls and the outer containment wall is a combustible type
material. Also of concern was that flammable caulking,was being used
around numerous fire doors throughout the powerblock. A bandwritten
co,tment on the SFR said that Bechtel pigeonholed this SFR until a new
one (SFR 1-50-94) was written on the same subject with the "yes" box
checked for 10 CFR 50.55(e) reportability.

Fir. dings : Fart 16: The Cuality Fir:t crganizati:n als- '.r.vestigated
nis afie ation (OCI-52-24W) and cetermined it :c be substantieted.

Inis allegation subsequently became a 10 CFR 50.55',e) re;crtable ite.T.
(535f4-K140).

-- .

Cen:1usien: Part 16: Fart 16 of this allecation '.;es substantiated,

ine sa e y significance anc ger.eric imolicaiiens cf nis deficiency
-? t's:ussef 'r "r: : sus::irm r.c;rr: ST* E: :3:. ?:.-:- f: th: .

::_ - , - . : .. ; . : : y.-

,

'. ' i ,: ..: _ :1~.c..: :::... :. :....

. c.;ec ar.y ei::tricci cLoies usir.g ryic scre. s 1. ~ ' Is re s c ail: .
for constructicn completion, but at the same tice r.at alic.. the
circuit to operate. The alleger believed that there was no control 0

over where this was done and that testing was being relied on
e>.c'.usively to #ir.d and change the screvs/warbers.

: nair..: rart 17: : . serje: of tne use cf nj c . fa:ttners ..as
:: ._esi. . c i: .?:.icti;r. cf '0 :F EO. ~ . dix C,

. .

c: q. : ::t.'.:s . End :::vm:n ec ir. i;RC Ins:e:ticr Eer. r- ST:. 50-4S:;52-05,
ci ed February 19,19S4. This violation v;as subse:uently closed cut
in NRC Inspe: tion Report STN 50 dS2/S4-15, dated Septer:er 6, 19S".

.

Conclusion: Part 17: Part 17 of this allegation is substantiated
rase: on the NFC's issuar.ce of a viclatier.

,

l' '-::: t :# ::r: 15: Th: alleger s:a:c: :":: :.. *cs:: : ee-

.

turnec over trom construction so incomplete that test procedure
sequences had to-be altered by test change notices (TCNs) in a gross
mir.r.er 3nd nat star:ur testing was r.c ..eil secuc ::: :r inter-':ed.

-

%
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Finding:- Part 18: During the initial phases of startup testing, the
NRC inspectors observed a lack of communication,between test '

engineers. . Additionally, the lack of good sequencing procedures
resulted in the need for TCNs. Most of the required TCNs resulted
from the impact of integration of different tests which were being .

performed on similar systems plus word and grammatical corrections. *

Issued TCNs were not associated with the incompleteness oi" systems.
'

Conclusion: Part 18: '- -

Most TCNs were administrative in nature rather than a tecnnical
system change. The large number of TCNs did not invalidate the
acceptability of the systems or the acceptability of the
preoperational test program,

b. (Cicsed) Allegation (4-Sa-A-114): This allegation concerned several
safety issues on tne fire ;ene:ratien seals, and of reprisals mode
acains: the alieger for ider.:ifying ther. Tne folicwir.g technical
issues were identified:

1) Cue to pressure exer:et :.e precu::icn department of'ESB
.

ccnstructicn to instali pere ratier seals at : fast : ace, sete
in-process and post ins:Eilaticr. OC inspecticr.s were not
performed.

C} CC s:s :!d :c u-ite --? * 'i-i ed nurber c' *;Co ,t s t

. ,. . - .- ;.. . . .: -
.. .

C i. i :; : :e.:::Eti. :. ': .:s s.s;.c :.,

Findings: The Quality First organization investigated this
allegation also under file number QCI-84-93W. They performed an
' -death investicati:n 'nt: es: c:ncern. Cuality : irs as able to

'

surs:r.ntittc 1:.s .ilc;atic . :w: in-process and f'r.al ins .ections fer.
#i ;;::ct.:.i. : . . '. . , 1. . .: r efc n d. It u:.s f: .r.c %t d.; ring
a pe -i: d ^- - ::: dN: u.m in:: e- 't.r. h:id ;; -ts had been

"-

t; ;n; e d. ' : 1 ' ;. ririt :.... Cc;''t;. T' ;c:a ii:iati:r E/22-24 :.
.

de:er.ri r.e hc.. T:.n.r r. Ic p:'.:: * ere by;assed, insic:t the , and.

develop measures to prever.: recurrence of the preblem. T-is has
subse ;uently i.een ac ceplishe:...

The NFC inspector disccvered_dit a randen reinspecticn :# foam
cere ra:icn s: Sis vas cor.du::e: curir; ''srch IM2 . ths ecue,t cf
K 3?, E . This rc'ns;:: tic...H "':i .te: 6. e *. : ::.' :e - s r:. sed a:.

.
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Callaway Jon the-quality of seals there, and covered approximately
55 percent of the total population. No significant problems were
identified. The NRC inspector also randomly inspected penetration
seals in the control and auxiliary buildings and found those to be
acceptable, based on B&B inspection and manufacturer criteria.- . .

.

The allegation into the reprisals against the alleger for identifying
safety . issues was investigated by the NRC Office cf Investigations
and documented in report Q4-84-048. -- -

Conclusion:

Based on the above findings, it is concluded that some required QC
inspections of fire penetration seals were bypassed. Tnis allegation
was partially substantiated, and appears to have had safe shutdcwn
significance. However, corrective action is considered satisfactory
to resolve this concern.

c. ICleted' 4119-=t4 0" '4-EE 1-C:): The allecer s::ted :r.:: the
resciutier. :c Kei.i CAR li ;as inate:uate cue tc the.use :#

.. . . . . .. ., ir.scec:crs. e..- .. . , . . .

cr.cus:1 ;ec ..t rs .o cetit w;:n tre :s-re:tisey.

a::'on re uired for ERC Violation 50-4?:;22:2-C ccr.:senire
viciations of the '. ir.ch separation criter:3 for ele::r':ai ccnduits.

In acditicn, the' Elieger stated that.NCRs 19i.:, anc 2:1'3E
.. . . . . . . . , . .

iter.t le: cinimum benc rac..ius prc:lems in ira.: ter-. ri, er.c i os;res
i.,. _. ._, .,., e...:.t..

,.. . . . . . .

.; .-- . .e.,._,.,. . . . ; -.. . ..

_ __ L . --- - , . _ . . . . , .
-

;q
.

. ... .
_

.. . .. ,...r . . . . . - . .- . . . , .. .... ,. ,_. . . c...
.

. . . ... ... .. ..

Ai th: a t.. the ; RC inspectors were un;ais to ceterr.ine r; acr. a: uai
inspection experience each person had relative to electrical
separation, each QC inspector was trained and certified for that
s. . ;. 4. ,l i rs . . ' . . . * , ' . ' . t r- e. s' .- *. . rn i r. .- ' '. '. .=. '. . . .. h ....:...-..- e. c. '. v . r. ..
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iracitua:e ar.d'intti u:c: a jcin: D:C-F.G.~.E ci.:; c' F ; cre:c
.

(Cetails are given in paracraph 2 of this re: Ort for tr.E closure of
NP.CViolaticn432/S422-02.)..

The two NCPs noted above were reviewed .',. the NRC in: e:t:r. These
N. r.:.e n.z.:.). . a. .n +.u..=.. : . e. .r s i s r. p . .- u. ,e : . ..re z...,-

. .: : : . .si..
.. . . . . ... .. . . . .. .. .

n o . . '. . . v. . i . : . - ' =. r. ". . .' '.'. e. r -^.1. =. a- .- c .-es .
;'.-..' . . _._ .--

. . . .
.

conformence to niiniinun: cena reuius requiren.ents no :: r. .ne subject
of several NRC inspections as documented in the follcwing NRC
' r.e - : - '. i c r. r.:.. , s.* :. . . - :" : : . ,' .e - Ce^ , c.r. 2 < , c. r , e". .:., ..: .::, c .u.,

-

.. r.. . . . . . . .
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and 84-05.- .These inspections discovered no adverse minimum bend
radius problems. . r

Conclusions: Based on the above findings it is concluded that there
is no. evidence to suggest a significant problem in adherence to ' *

minimum bend radius requirements within enclosure. -Even though the
qualifications and training of the DIC QC inspectors appear adequate,
the separation walkdown was inadequate as supported by the KG&E
rejection of CAR 15''s corrective action. However, KG&E's p'rompt

'

action in this matter appears to have eliminated any concern. inis
allegation is partially substantiated.

- d. (Closed) Alleaation (4-84-A-76): The concerns of this. allegation
involve a wide range of tecnnical 'and proteoural questicr.s in the
areas of instrumentation and control (I&C) calibration me-hods.
These concerns are the results of decisions made on techrical and
procedural issues that the alleger did nct agree'with. 7 e Np.C
ir.s;ector revie.,ec ar.c ir.v'estigatec :he ccncerns of the a' leger whicn

. . . . . . . .C;ulu, ncVe SD i.T. pact 0. Ciant Ca*Et.. _m.e 7 0 . C.. i rig i s i suTT.3 'y 07.
: : f. . . ; . .-

,
..

.. .
.

A'. l e ct :i cr. : Part 1: The alleger s:t ed that cc+ anent ritesting was
tsc arrec usir.; a star up ;rccedure (SU6-CS 2) ra ner thES
C:erational precedure ACM OE-EC'.

. . . .sa...:... c... . -.. --
..-.... . .

-

. . . . . . . . ._.:,.,.7..... . . ... . . . ..
. .... . ... ,

. -.
_ . . .. . . .

. ..
.

e
. .

. ... .
.

. . . .. .

. .-r Crec:-tir s nas ;- .i...:.- - r : pe :: :. rr.e d : t t e ' .-
r.c startup grcups. L t.tii :he c;er:-icn gecups receive :_rnovers

0from the startup groups, startup procedure (SU6 CSO4) is bsed for
initial tests. Any retests requested are by CWPs. The N:C inspector
. c . f e ed 5 T.e .2 (F..'3 '? ) ":- ne e :r:-up av 'pr t#= r + c :' t.g<

.

: 'tial carpenen: calib : tier. - : -= :? 1 i'; rs ti cr . Thir i ? -Es
s,....-. =.w. .. c. . . 1. . . .

.; :; . . .m. u . -- - . . .. 3.
. . . - . .. . .

., - - ..
t u -. . . . . . .. s . ..

'N :: [ .t ...; ' ' ;;#

..._'-l*. - : . - f?'. . . . '
.' .: O--

i.
,

. ...... .. . T. .a. u. ;. e....... . :. ,- . . - - .. ... . . . . . _ . , . . n. . . r., ,~. -c.. . . _ . . . ..... . .. ...

.n.id te perferr.ed und:r tr.e startup (5Lv-C504) :::: prc; am.

. Conclusion: Part 1: Ee:ause there v.as a possicle cisinterpre:ation
cf tne applicable procedures, KG&E issued Administrative procedure

~

Char.ce he: ice, *:V la-003 .ev. 9. Thir :~er.: ent .:s i: '.ter to'

delete tr.e rer..' ire art icr enterir.; :--r- er: t r t ' :- - e
n- ...:

s . . . . - - ~:. . .
.e s '. 7 .s . -. zim: - , , .. . ...,n,. .. . . . . -.

.

. . . . .- . . . .. .. L , s ..s . - 6 v

of confusing when startup procedures (SU6 CSO4) or Operation
Procedures ADM OS-SC6 are to be implemented. The investigation

.

.

.
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findings-concluded that. correct procedures were being followe'd. On
this basis, Part 1 of this allegation could not.be substahtiated.

Allecation: Part la: The alleger stated that data on switch test
records was inconsistent with the Wolf Cre5k Generating Station Total .

. Plant Setpoint Document (TPSD) and the TPSD is inconsistent with *

Vendor Prints.
.

Investication: Part-la: The NRC inspector reviewed calibration test
receras of several switches to ascertain if inconsistencies existed
between the TPSD or if the TPSD was inconsistent with Vendor Prints.
The NRC inspector reviewed the test records for KJ-DSL-106A. This
instrument had been identified as having incorrect or inconsistent
documentation. Also . reviewed was the TPSD to verify i.f there was a
difference in setpoints. After reviewing both the test records and

'

TPSD the NRC inspector noted that there was a difference in
setpoints. The test re:ord listed the tclerance of the instrurent as
-being : 12 psig. The TFED lis sc the tolerante as -10,-: psig.
A::2rding drawing 'i' 15274-5, -he TTID is :crrect. Hr.ecer, the

.-u.~..-.w...=-.e.= . 7:..., s- , . . . . s.
. .: . c. :. m . *

. i r. . =. . . . ' .= = .c...... . v .. ... . . . ,. :
:,u:,. . s. =. . e . t r.. - :. . r. ., i s s. , . . . = . .---.7.. r. e +... y..e = c c =. n. '. = . 's . .. .

c..t.:. .
.

. .., .. .s yv...

Ihe I.O.C irspe:t0r als' reVie. led the test recCrCs for ins'"u3ent
KJ-TSL-1*2. The test record hsd 3r accuracy of :15 per vend:r irint

|... Sc._.-. :.: . .- . k. a. - :~ . u. . :. .: . . . . t. , v u. ...,s s s.: . z. .a a...-en n. ,, , .
. ir.c, ... .: u. . . . ..- .

,

_. , _ : , ~. . : a.u.
. . . . . , , sy: . . . , , . . . . :. . ' .. . .. . ....k.<.... .. . . . . . , .. c

:,,
. ... ,

..
.

. ... . .. .. .
. .,

--

.

; ;- . . .e. . .-. ~ . , . .:: ". ''.i . ; t'E:cr0 3.... ..:-

...

c..,23 -: e. .c a r: + - c. c' o '.u c 'ae o. . o3 de.. .v .
_. h 3 -6ii b +w!.a.e s. 3

-. .

.. i. .a
_.

.. ....
-

. i . ..i.
-

toi ...

:2*F tolerance, the component test.was acceptabl'e. The TPSD
typographical error has been corrected. The 11:ensee stated that
n . . .. a . . ., . .. - . .s.:.:,= w=. u . = . e. c .. . ....,

.. .,. . .... .. .

~:. .w- u..-,,=..r.. .. . .: .. .. . . .. , . ..

.....n...,,... .. .._.. .. . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . .
. . m. . . t .... -..w..

...s.
.

.. .

.

r - .- .. ..,.~..,...,...t....~.c. .._.--
- . . .. ._ a _

.
..;

. .- ._c. . - . .. . . _ . .. , . . . . .. ... ..,...2.,.- -.r..e.. .._.. .. .. ., .
. . . . . . . . . . . . .s.

.
..c . w.. .. .... .

Es the 3.1 - ci 'a nt . 3 thii : se, r:Iults erjir.serir.; shall t e
notified and a starte: field repert (SFR) written to correct the

. , . . . . .conr i i c t. ', _.ine is.L ud:ector was adcised tnat a err, is ro. requirede-- .

s. .

to be written if the TPSD is to be revised to agree with a design
decurent. A-SFR .;culd rni" b= uritten if desi;r d:curent revisions.

:::-:-..:....,,..... . . . ...; ....a.......c.:.. .c.,a . c. : .. n_ c. e 4. . . m... .~.:.
u. i. . .. ... :.

. ... --.
c. : . .. :._ ie:. .. ~ .

.-...e..'.. c:.:...- .. u:.. .- : c u. s. v. ...e.r. 1 ...m ..

. - = . .- . . - . .a.-s. c: . :. , , . ..... . . . .

prints, no SFR nac' oeen written to correct the discrepancies. Ine
NRC inspector verified that all dccurents had been corrected.
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Conclusion: . Part: la: After an investigation of other documentation
to verify if inconsistencies existed, the NRC inspector noticed that
another instrument (KJ-TSL-163) had a discrepancy in documentation.
The discrepancy was caused by a drawing change which also .resulted in
the TPSD requiring changes. For all cases identified, where the- .

wrong allowable error was used, the actual error was within the
setpoint tolerance. In view of the inconsistencies found, there is
no impact on any preoperational test results. This portion of'the
allegation is substantiated; however, it was found to be without -

technical merit. '

Alleaation: Part lb: It was alleged that data sheets generated by
I&C using Procedure SU6-CSO4 did not provide sufficient detailed
actions necessary for unique testing of individual components. Also,
calibration data sheets for level indicators LI 0031 and LI-00131
were found not to have been corrected for using water in the
calibration media instead of lube oil, as required by startup field
report (SFR) KJ 12.

Investi:stien: Part Ib: Data sheets for several ir.strurents were
rev;enec te ascertain if sufficient information was asci::ble to

insure tnat indivi&>al components are correctly calibrate:. The
i.nzeestigation. revealed that indicators LI-0C31 and LI-0~.3'. were
criginally calibrated with no specific gravity compensati:n. The
test ecuipment incicator used to perform the test was "i .:hes of
water." Since there is a specific gravity difference bet een oil and
. ::2 * , ert' ; :# 5 1 ins ra c, s .15 d:rc p= ST: . . : ;. . -i:

'

. E70 C.--:2 5'.' 'O 'cl ty;e f:$ # :- s :.0 s P ~ '4*chac '# -- '" #c"
. . . ' .u- .: ~'=; ''Ut-*':' -

. .e:r~ ~ ~*t'. .. ' '
~

..

-his c:rre:ticn. C.;F JJ-0051 rc.csted ir.: c:;ric ed trit 25vi:e.

The technician was nctified of his error. The level III :ersonnel
had been reinstructed t) review tests for proper conditions.

Cer:lusi:n: Ftct 15: Eased on the investig tion ab:ve. ' :2:ea-s
* t it ... pr:c:-cu:es tid pr: vide sufficient det:ii to assu's cbjective.

cvidznct ;f 5:ct,r.:b : tes-ir.g. This v.is cle;cly si:t-d 'a
5:::' n 2.0 cf i ::c;u.c SL' .5C*. There apr tred :: t: :- #us'en t3
the Ic. .cchnicis ::ncerning :: pen 3cti:n c# the dif'e;; :c i:.
specifi: gravity of water and oii. The investigatien ais: ::n:luded
tnct tne allowable instrument errcr would have been in its
un:crrc:tsd state, withir. the acceptance critcria. Since ILC
identified, corrected, an'd documented the errors committet by ISC
technicians, this portion of the allegation cannot te sur:tir.tiated.

117ers:'en: ::rt :: This clic;:.:ict st es ;5 <J sys:t- ::::Pa r.:
s etesi uc h,6 5 iceC5 uid 600 cuntails tr.e ~ s foulid' colicit Lil orc
corrective action performed.

.
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Investigation: Part 2: Administration Procedure ADM 14-102 was
reviewed to determine if instrument data sheets.were requi' red to list
as found conditions during startup. .For a typical startup test '

procedure, the " prerequisites" section provides the "as found"
condition, and the " restoration" section provides the "as left" ' -

condition, k'hile the "as found" and "as left" are not specifically -

listed, the signoffs for the prerequisites and restoration are made.
3

In place of recording this data, visual checks were made ef,the
instrument condition-denoting the "as found" condition.' The '

calibrated device test data is reccrded. The Operational Calibration
Program (ANSI N18.7) does record "as found" and "as left" data. For
startup purpose, the initial calibration as "left data" is all that
is appropriate. The NRC inspector was informed that ADM '.02 will be
revised to clarify this issue.

Conclusion: Part 2: Based on the review of ADM-102, it is apparent
tnat misinterpretation cf this Orccedure is cessible. Ec.ever, this
portion cf the allegaticn c:uid nei:r.er :e substantiatec cr foun; tc

ha.e ac., technica; merit.

111ertri- : Part 3: It was 5Eerst tna- :it' wts ret cc:.menting
re]ac. cr of cc of calibraticn ir.stru .cr.ts.

Investi;atien: Part 3: An irvestiga. tion into the alleca-icn
reveale: t..at KJ-P1-0193, KJ-LI-0131, ar.c FT-0125 dic not appear to
nc c arcepticn d:cumentcd by F.CIC-:C'7-K.', P,.~IC-EC55-1.' a-d
w- ..- .- _v. :...., .. .. . .. . ... i: .... ,.

.. .....:r:. ..
. . ... . . . . ... ... ... s . . . . . . .

,. .. - - . - ,. .. . . . . . . , . . . .....

. .. . . .. .. . .- .b. .

-

.

'

. . . . . ...

e,. ::: : i _. . . ?:7. :c-103, riv. 1 . 5:cticn .5.1.1 Far: 2, : :1 e s , i r,
part, "cr if as a result of the exception (e.g., ccapener. v.ill be
rejected out of startup jurisdiction) the test rdcord will no9 be
cenpleted and no credit taken for the test portion perforred, the
test d:-ta sheet may be discards:." 3ir.:e the thcee ite: listed
H cee .ere "c' rtworkable: .e; c cir:n : d, I reil ?: . heir d:-ti

'
e

5 ?.C ': 5 . ~h 3 s. ' i t r P ' n '. .
C '. I i h r ; - . ~. i '. ; . C ? *. 1,6ee:5.*:

..

,.. . . . . : c. . e .> . .. ... ..::c. . . a. : .... a. .,. : t. e... u.A.s. a. .a .e...
.. . . . . _s. s. - . . . . . . . iv.4 . ... u

;rc:e.res revict.ea, IEC were iciic .ing ac >mistra .i.e ::r::edures and.

scorcpriate actions were followed. This per-icn of the a'le;ation
cculd not 'ce substantiated and cid not a; pear to have any technical..

r.e ri t .

2-9.
. . . . . . ..

.hje .ti... . ,y. ........7._2....-;. 3 .. ,.. ,
,

.. y . - .- T I T.r ..+ 4.

- . ... . .

;e. 3 : :; c. cec:s ?:.cn: s sti - . :ra: =::: :.
retesting recalibraticn is current ano data sheets are available.
The levei III technicians indicated that only retesting /recalibrations
cc-ta' red ir. Acrendi4 E .-eire ct-e rn Ir.c v. - d i tbl e art r:: c:rer

'

....t 4. . . h. ;. . .:.--..... -. 7 .:... s.ey...: ..4 ., . . .est ..s s. J..w s .. p ..yw. .s.. .
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Investigation: Part 4: SU3-KJ-01 was reviewed to determine if the
procedure required Level III personnel to sign data sheet; stating

- that all necessary retesting /recalibration was current and data
sheets were available. The NRC inspector contacted the Level III
personnel involved to try and get their interpretation of this '

-

procedure. It was stated that steps 6.1.23 and 6.2;23 of the data
sheets'are signed by Level III personnel to assure that all components
covered by the preoperational test have been tested, and ~th,at data
sheets are availab1'e. This was consistent with RJG-084. After ~

conversation with the Level III personnel, it appears that
mis-communication, or answers to specific questions, were given
without understanding the entire concept. The alleger had a listing
of plant instruments used as test equipment for preoperational test
SU3-KJ-01 Rev. 1. The list contained forty instruments wnich was
alleged to not have been reviewed by ISC Level III personnel prior
to signing steps 6.1.23 and 6.2.23. This list of instruments was
reviewed and verified as calibra ed except: PT-107 and TSH-53, which
did net exis ; LG 17^ and LC 7:. wnicr are sich glasses Enc were

r';;d "/A, sir.c5 tr.e;. are n;n-ci.:tri:able, anc us-119, -nict. :ne'

. . =. . ~ o : : c, e. t c. ...u=s. .s.=. e.. .s... =.r-:. .a. . . . .' v ; -s - w :. .87 c- . = :. - -
. :. .. . . . . . : 4a. s c ..

. . n . 2. . . . . . 2 4 4. c . . . . s .- . . .e .. .. . . . .

Conclusien: Part 4: Eas:: ;::r -he abcve ir.vestica-icn 'indinc, it
appears that a COTT.uricati:9 ; :b'.e r.4: d as to .vhat yis recuired
c the . eve. ...2;; personnel. ri; retes:irg,,recalibra:1cr. 21gred by

.
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. ... . . .

4. > e. . . . e. : . < - .e . - . 1
. . r, . . . . s:. ., . . . . . . . . r. .d ..e..- . .5 e .- . .- .1c. . e1 re- .
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t e l e' -:{ c. - . :: .- :-;.. --:.~.;:..-i2 ic s :: trc' :-
;

ces;gn cnce;e prc:e:: ia ::ia ::.. c tr.: Diesel Generatcrs.

Investiaaticn: Part 5: Several Colt drawings were reviewed'to
cetermine it disc-+rancies +v'sted be: =en cer est desigr d etwir.g s
and ti.e cer crt 7 IC Tr's -U -'.ti:- e cc e: .he se r-in:s fcr

.. ... .. ,s. z.-- .: . . . - : .. .. . . :... .. . :. . .

.:, . .. . ,... .
: : .=..(.-

. . . , .. . . .
s ;. ... ----:-

_.
-

.. . - , s.....
. .. . . . ...

. . + :7 --..:.. .. - ..t .. .s . . .

:-::+.
. .. s .. . e.=.... . . . : . r .p.. , . ,,. . . . .z...,. . . . . .. . . . . < . . .

ICEA, FL5-;Cf3, FIL-fA, in- ;" ^ 's ". ::td Es 435 psic. A 'revie..
of the Col; iatest D awino '.1!72293 '1:2 E *-019-Cic0-05) and ?n
earlier su mittti

. . . .

(10... . ., ..., -,, insicctec the setpoin s
..

ct ..-t:t vi-u-L.
,,

approved by Eechtel were l'E'F (for T3-50 and TS-150). The setpoints
fo- TS-50 cnd TF-150 +;ere uncP2 ced 're- th= cricinei C:1- Crawing,

t-< , e . .~ : :. .:
, r.:,

s i . . c. . r. m:. n. . . . : 3. ' . ;;. . .. ci....-3.,. -i ::: :c. c:-:2.. .. . . . . .. ..

r, . . .
, :- .---- - v . .- - , . - . - - . - , . . .

-

Bechtei' on b' raw'ng'10366-M-b18-OidC b7. ~
' . ; .s :

- ' 3. . c.'

i This revision was
.

.

.

.

, . - ~



.

.. .-
,

,

..

-23- -

'

accomplished after Colt submitted Drawing 10466-M-018-100-03 ~ showing
'the corrected setpoints to be 435 psig. . -

Conclusion: Part 5: Based on the investigation above, it was
acknowledged that there was a discrepancy in the setpoints for TS-50 -

and TS-150, between Colt Drawing 10466-M-018-0272-06 and Colt .

Drawing 10466-M-018-0140-07. This oversight was corrected with the
issuance of Drawing 10466-M-018-0272-WO7. Also, it'is the
responsibility of KG&E to update and maintain setpoint's changes to '

the TPSD when changes are made to a design drawing. This was not a
Bechtel responsibility. A review of current drawings and the current
TPSD appears to resolve the discrepancies for TS-150 and TS-150. It

has been established that portions of this allegation are
substantiated but the concerns were identified and corrected.
Therefore, the technical merits of this allegation could not be
proven.

A!!erati:n: Part 6: The aile;er stated that the accs;;Er.ce
cr :c-i:, +ic' :t:t:: t': 7:rf: :r:t chcr::teristics c' t".e diese
ce se:: rs tne assceistc cey.i'izries tre sitnin desic-

sp: i 'i cs ti:n . e e ret "r.: -:cratec ir.to prec7erati:nei
~~

tes: T.1.J01. '.u. i r i r.1. 5::.ica 2.1, er. tit l ed " A :eptance
Crite-ia."

: restict icn: Part 5: TCN 22 ..as issued to delete :nis ent fr:r
5:::,cn 5.i of t 2 prt:sfr .;'ar. ) test and rc e-tcr 4- SE ti:n 2.?.

.
. .- :. . . . . .. ... - ; ., .

- --- - .

.

-

._ . C 5._ .ei , " e e :r- ; x: cr..e-ia :c .:- - Ei :e
c:.:. ;:.cristics :f the ciesei genert:ce and assc;iatta au .i:itries
are within desigG specification is performed as recorded in SU3-NE01
and SU3-NF02. All data is recorded under loaded conditions. The
rsesor fcr this change res te clarify traceability of 20:cpt:nce

'

c.- ;e: e.

- - . . . - .,:~.- , .;.. . ..
,

[ E. 3, .5 TC'. .:s isst.:- : c. c i c -i t - * o - ._ ." .: . :. 2 : c' .

echnical or p'rccedurai c n :rn. Also, prior te .: .is ' . esti;I;.:r .
'

the allecer was ouoted by Quality First InvestigStc-s as sayir: mat
tr.e preoperational test was in good snape ano he ..as n: ' nger.:

'' concerned with the centents. This portion of th2 allegation could
not be sd::tantiated.

' i e r u. i - - Sc - 7: I- es silegia t":- i :t 3 : -c 'si :
- -

.
.

calibrated individually instead of in a loop. Problems were
encountered when " loop" was operated.
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Investigation: Part 7: Administrative Procedure ADM 14-140 was !
reviewed to verify if procedures had been developed to en'sure that
instruments were being correctly calibrated and " loop tested." i

Piping and Instrumentation Diagrams (P&ID's) were reviewed to '

identify which instruments should be loop tested. The NRC inspector .

reviewed the list of instruments generated by the alleger as not
being loop calibrated. The allegers list contained such instruments
as Pressure Indicators (PIs), Pressure Transmitters (pts) and Hand
Indicating Switches.(HISS), etc. The NRC inspector rancemly selected
several CS 12 data sheets from the vault to ascertain if loop testing
was required for these types of instruments. Data sheet revealed
that component test had been performed. These instruments are not of
the analog type and, therefore, no loop testing were recuired.

O Further investigation revealed that the allegers lis~t cc .tained
instruments such as Temperature Elements (TEs) and Temperature
Indicators (tis) which were embedded in component structures and
could not be removed for loop testing. However .the NRC inspector
veri'ie; by revie. ting cita s cets ir.Et scheme ar.d e'emi : tests were
:: ricted. I':c. it vis 21'ered : hit i stre e-ts LS'--27 LF" 2~.
.a_::_., s.c . .., i ra. . ? _- , .- . .- .__t_a ........-.-.,.3.. ; n.:: w- . . . .

.
. _ .. . ..-_ . . . ... .

iL.;rLi;.:{c; ci tris :;r.:e .m.;_ e .;at ci. : .a r . i s . c . . : r.r.s

sc;testsc :nese irs:rarintt rc- Le :ssti: ;0 i p:ss : 'e
cent:mination. Tnase instruiert s we*c checi.ec n 'i ; ;rs :reratier.2'
tfsting.

Conclusion: Part 7: Eased en the '.~.e.::igsti:n abcse. sil
j r : -- . e ths- h=e br.. * - ;23: :: ..- -
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Allecation: Part 8: The al. leger stated that Resistanco Temperature
Detectors (RTDs) are not calibrated in a loop. I&C calibrates the
elements but decs net acc "nt 'o.' !c:: r :isterce.

- . ;. . : . a-.. . . . -- :.... ;, .

, ..,,
,,

_. . . _. .u . . . . . . . . . . , ., . . . .
, 5, ..

iF;fs. m. -

: 4_. -r str..: in
- -

.: . : _. .; . .

C? inisrti;Iti:.. E:0.e, tr.: i !t"= . is (P~Ds ) -cre ir: s Jaed in
ec;.penent structure and were .90: rer.cVed because they we a not
:.7sicsred Es p;rt cf i;:ps. Da a Int: is navis.isa incici sc nat all'

RTDs had a scheme or point check.

' ' Zrnclusien: :'t E: -i' r.ctinert ;.: .I ;3 sr.+s : . e :- .g. e
at:, ..:.re r ' i e: c;; t*.e . .:c: no ';'- ic .: : :cr - -ti:
Lieasdo-a in toe aieas vi~ ins u u.nent co i s ora Lion. inis partion or
the allegation could not be substantiated.
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Allecation: . Part 9: Following completion of acceptable component
testing, the Status Indicator was not completed in accordance with
Procedure ADM 08-806.

Investication: Part 9: The supervisor of the I&C Startup program .

was interviewed by the NP.C inspector to verify if there was, in fact,. -

a problem with tne calibration program as defined by
Procedure ADM 08-806. The I&C supervisor stated that steps 4.8.1 of
Procedure ADM 14-103 applies to the " Operational" program for the ''

compilation of a Master Schedule in accordance with ADM 08-805. This
schedule is being refined and updated using data sheets, the Status
Index, P& ids, and the instrument index. The I&C supervisor also
indicated that the Master Schedule is a document which is updated on
a daily basis. Itlis, not a centrolled or design document. It was
further stated that the Master Schedule is in the preoperational
stage for " Operational use." This master schedule was not to be used
to cetermine c:erabilit3 cf any systen in startuo, the status index
rerf:- I th's fun:tica A r e '. ' e . cf Prc:c:ures A:" C5-5:5 an:
-.. ,

.2c. C :. r.,. s. ,: . :: e :. ..:..: .....ca
-~~ .:........,. .s.-
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i inspe::cr di not find discrepancies as sileged. It a:: ears.that
the 5 w s conftsion as tc has E: +.in Proct:ure AD" OS-E:'6 was to be
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Investication: Part 10: The " yellow dot" system was researched to
get an understanding of what this system meant in relation to

!
in-tru trtt'ic.. The IEC septrviscr re fe erced ICC-IP-:'C1 "ic-
..
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't: I ; nti R e. '. 'ns~. az.:n; th:: :) r. ; ; 9 ct'';r::(0." 10
csrzonnel furtner sta Ed ;ne "yeiicw ct" was not soart of an
Lificiti pr::cu. e cr.- di; r.ct r::c5strily itpi) ;: E; an instru ent'*
was in present calibration. It was also stated by I&C startuo
cersenrei t"-t the "yelic drt" sy" tem was 3 ethed used to "fl ig" or
12; 21.- : ' : 4 s .- -- .- 1- e :I.: c rc..c : :u: 2 ::ntact.: : ar
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Conclusion: Part 10: Based on the investigation above, it appears
ths; the "ye'iew d::" syst-m w:.s only used for "in-shoc" wr;ases.
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It appears that I&C had complete control of the system, and the
confusion by the alleger was the results of not understanding how the !system works. This portion of the allegation could not be -

substantiated.
.

-
.

4. Unresolved Items -

Unresolved items are matters which require more information to asce'rtain
whether they are acceptable items, violations, or deviations. * *

5. Open Items

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the NRC, and which will involve s:me action en
tne part of the NRC or licensee or botn.

6. Exit Interview

h: Rs-icr. D. insceriors e: with "<. 'n. J. Rudolo.h a.-d c:ner licensse
T: ::--- ' :- J : - .:; r;. 22 '955. :: iscuss ins sc: c :n: f' ' ;s :' : 's_
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