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William J. Cuilll, 2y,
Corogp Viee Pagaiidpns

January 7, 1993

U, 5. Nuclear Reagulatory Commission
Attn: Cecument Control Desk
Hashington, D0 Z20KEE

SUBJECT:  COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION (CPSES) - UNIT 2
DOCKEY NO. S0- 444
CRACKS IN THE CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEM
SDAR: CP-92-010 (SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT)
SDAR:; CF-92-020 (FINAL REPORT)

REE: 1) TU €lectric letter to the NRC dated October 30, 1992
1ogged TXX-92609 (SDAR (P-92-010)

2) TU Electrdic letter to the NR( dated January 4, 1993
logyed TXX 92636 (“NAR CP-52-020)

Gentlemen:

On July 22, 1992, vin faccimile, TU Electric notified the NRC of a
reportable defect in two welds on 3/4% containment spray pump suction vent
piping. The evaluation was designated SUAR CP-92-010, and Reference ]
containg the final report,

On December 4, 1992, via facsimile, TU Electric notified che NRC of a
reportable defect invelving a 90 degree circumferential crack found in the
base metal along the toe of a weld in the chemical eductor pertion of the
containment spray system, The evalua'ion was designated SDAR CP-92-020, and
an interim report was submitted ca January 4, 1393 (Reference ).

Two additional cracks were discovered auring investigations on November 17
and December B, 1982,

In all, five TUE Forms (non-conformance reports! have been generated to
document these cracks in welds and base metal. Because of the significance

ant repetitive nature of thete deficiencies, TU Electric conducted a Root
Cause Analysis in arcordance with ectablished site procedures.
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This letter serves as a supplemental report for SDAR CP-92-010; & fina)
report for SDAR CP-92-020, satisfying the reporting requirements of
10CFRG0 S%1e); and, provides the results of the analysis of all five
deficiencies as Aftachment 1.

Sincerely,

William J. Cahill, Jr.
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J. 5. Marshall
Generic Licensing Manager

CBC/arp
ALvachment

Mr, J, L. Milhoan, Region IV
Mr. B. E. Holian, NRR
Resident Inspectors, CPSES (2)
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Reficiency Identification

Al)] of the deficiencies were Ydentified in the Containment Spray System,
The first crack which developed on this system (on June 14, 1992) was
documented in TUE 92-5473, This crack occurred on & 3/4° diameter branch
Tine weld off loop 3 while the loop was undergoing flushing prior to Mot
Functional Testing (HFT), The defective weld and two adjacent piping
sections were cut out, replaced, and forwarded to Engineering for review.

A second through-wall crack developed six days later, on June 20, 1992, on
the same branch line, This crack, documented in TUE 92-5529, was a weld
metal crack approximately 1* long at the sock-6-1et (S0L) weld of the 3/4*
branch Tine to the main header, The disposition of this TUE was the same as
the previcus one,

The deficient welds and piping sections were sent to a metallurgical
lahoratory for failure analysis, The lab f¢sued a report dated

August 11, 1992, which concluded that the cracks propagated due to vibration
induced fatigue. This was not an unexpected conclusion since yvisual
observations of the system in operation confirmed that there was significant
vibration at a number of locations

No further incidents of this type occurred prior to or during HFT, During
precperational vibration testing on October 9, 1992, a circumferential crack
developed on the 2° diameter eductor 1ine on loop 4, as documented in TUE
926536, This particular 1ine was not in formal preoperational testing at
the time the crack developed, but the pump on loop 4 was running. The
damaged sections of piping were replaced and the parts were forwarded to
Enaineering for evaluation, Metallurgical evaluation at the laboratory was
also performed on this specimen. Engineering, using the lab report as
input, issued their investigation report on November 11, 1992, which
concluded;

0 The crack in the eductor 1ine was caused by excessive steady state
vibration.

] The pump 15 the (primary) source of vibration.

o An added temporary tie-back support brought the vibration levels within
allowable Yimits,

o Vibration prior to installation of the tie-back support did not cause
any fatigue damage to the remaining piping.

o The steady state vibration testing program would have tdentified and
corrected the excessive vibration during the norma) course of pre-
operational testing, in accordance with the Project procedures.

Prior to proceeding further with system testing, Engineering implemented two
additional steps. First, a tie-back support was designed and issued at each
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