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Witism G. Counsll March 14, 1988

Execurive Vice President

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION (CPSES)
DOCKET NOS. 50-445 AND 50-446
RESPONSE TO NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS. 50-445/87-35
AND 50-446/87-26

Gent lemen:

TU Clectric has reviewed your letter dated February 12, 1988, concerning the
inspection conducted by Mr. L. E. Ellershaw and NRC consultants during the
period December 2, 1987 through January 5, 1988. This inspection covered
activities authorized by NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for

CPSES Units 1 and 2. Attached to your letter were a Notice of Violation and a
Notice of Deviation.

We hereby respond to the Notice of Violation and Notice of Deviation in the
attachment to this letter.

Very truly yours,

M /{(’ﬂ 7&/

W, G. Counsil

RDD/c1k
Attachment

c-Mr. R, D. Martin, Region IV
Resident Inspectors, CPSES (3)
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easternmost outrigger, the walkdown engineer reported it to be located
15/16" from the end of the main Unistrut member and the NRC inspector
measured this dimension to be 1 1/4",

For Conduit Support C14G11447-04, the dimension locating the center
outrigger was reported by the walkdown engineer to be 6 5/8" from the
westernmost end of the main Unistrut member. The NRC inspector measured
this distance to be 7 1/2".

On Conduit Support C14G11447-14, the walkdown engineer reported a total of
eight Hilti Kwik bolts (HKBs) - two 1/4" HKBs in each of the three
outriggers and two 3/8" HKBs in the main Unistrut member. The NRC
inspector noted that there were actually nine HKBs (there were three 3/8"
HKBs in the main Unistrut member and not two as reported).

A fillet weld 3/16" x 5/8" long, which exists at the lozation identified
by note 3 on seismic duct hanger Drawing JH-1-844-1K-4F, Revision 1, was
incorrectly identified by engineering pe “sonnel durin? the Post
Construction Hardware Validation Program as a tack weld.

Five finished welds located on seismic Duct Hanger DH-1-844-1K-WP13 and
portions of three welds located on seismic Duct Hanger Drawing DH-1-844-
1K-1R did not have the required galvanized coating.

Administrative and technical information corrections were made to figure
7.6 of Construction Procedure CHV-106, Revision 1, a form used to document
the results of an engineering qualitative walkdown of Duct Segment B-1-
65?-016 without performing a formal revision to the procedure (445/8735-V-
02).

RESPONSE T0 NOTICE OF VIOLATION
(445/8735-V-02)

TU Electric agrees with the alleged violation and the requested information
follows:

1.

Reason for Violation
Items 1 through 5

These items resulted from errors on the part of personnel recording and
checking conduit walkdown data.

Item 6

Walkdown Procedure CPE-EB-FVM-(S-029, Rev. 5, "Field Verification Method
Procedure for Seismic HVAC Duct and Duct Hanger As-built Verification in
Unit 1 and Common Areas," describes tack welds as including fillet welds
less than 1/2 inch long. The procedure dues not address welds that are
longer than 1/2 inch. The walkdown engineer took a conservative approach
and designated the subject weld as a tack weld, knowing that no credit is
taken for tack welds during structural analysis.
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1. Reason for Violation (cont'd)
Item 7

The failure to apply galvanized coating to five welds on hanger DH-1-844-
1K-WP13 occurred because the craft workers misinterpreted a note
concerning inspection requirements on the associated drawing. The failure
to apply coating to portions of three welds on hanger DH-1-844-1K-1R
resulted from inadequate painting by the craft workers and failure of the
QC inspector to note the inadeyuate coating.

Item 8

The improperly controlled changes to figure 7.6 of procedure CHV-106,
"Qualitative Walkdown of HVAC Supports & Ducts," were the result of errors
on the part of personnel initiating the change. Although the changes were
minor and technically acceptable, they were promulgated via a memo rather
than a formal procedure revision as required by ECC 1.04, "Preparation,
Issue and Control of Construction Department Procedures and Instructions.”

2. Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

Items 1 through 5

The discrepant conditions described in Items 1 through 5 of the NOV have
been examined by Ebasco personnel and the NRC inspector's observations
have been confirmed. The information contained on the applicable walkdown
forms has been revised accordingly. None of the discrepancies affected
the structural qualification of the support. Nonconformance Report (NCR)
87-04505 was written on the missing washers discussed in Item 1.
Deficiency Report (DR) C-88-01176 has been initiated to document the
discrepancies.

Item 6

Revision 6 to CPE-EB-FVM (CS-029 has been issued stating that welds longer
than 1/2 inch may be designated as tack welds. Based on this revision, no
change to the subject walkdown data sheet was required.

Ttem 7

Nonconformance Reports (NCRs) 87-04198 and 88-00962 were written on the
discrepancies on hangers DH-1-844-1K-WP13 and DH-1-844-1K-1R,
respectively. The NCR on hanger DH-1-844-1K-WP13 was dispositioned "use-
as-is" since the uncoated welds are not structural welds. It was
determined that seven other hangers are covered by drawings containing the
same note. These seven hangers were field checked and three of them were
found to have uncoated non-structural welds. NCRs were written on these
welds and were also dispositioned "use-as-is.” The NCR on hanger DH-1-
844-1K-1R was dispositioned to recoat all welds on the subject hanger.
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Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved (cont'd)

Item 8

Deficiency Report (DR) C-87-0593 was issued to document the improperly
controlled procedure change. Revision 2 has been issued to procedure CHV-
106 to formally change figure 7.6.

Corrective Steps Which Will be Taken to Avoid Further Violations

Items 1 through 5

Appropriate Ebasco walkdown personnel have been retrained on the
importance of documenting walkdown data completely and accurately.
Similar walkdown discrepancies were identified in a previous Inspection
Report (50-445/87-31; 50-446/87-23). We are investigating the generic
implications of these discrepancies and will determine if any other
actions are necessary. An update to this response will be submitted
describing any additional actions.

Item 6

Appropriate walkdown personnel have been trained on Revision 6 to CPE-EB-
FVM-CS-029.

Item 7

Appropriate craft personnel have been reinstructed on the need to apply
adequate coating to all welds specified by the controlling document and
that an exemption from inspection requirements on nonstructural welds does
not constitute an exemption from coating requirements. The QC inspector
has been made aware of the error by copy of the NCR.

Iten 8

The personnel involved in the improperly controlled change to procedure
CHV-106 will be reinstructed in the requirements of procedure ECC 1.04
regarding procedure changes.

Date When Full Compliance Will be Achieved

An update to this response describing any additional actions regarding
conduit walkdown discrepancies (Items 1 through 5) will be submitted no
later than May 15, 1988.

Full compliance has beer achieved for Item 6.

Recoating of welds per Item 7 will be completed no later than May 15,1988,

Reinstruction of personnel described in Item 8 will be completed no later
than May 15, 1988.
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NOTICE OF DEVIATION
ITEM A (445/8735-0-01)

A. Appendix A to Project Instruction (PI) PI-0210-053-001, Revision 6,
"Checking Procedures,” states, in part, "The purpose of an engineering
cneck is to provide assurance that a task is performed and documented
thoroughly and that the results are correct and reasonable . . . ."

Further, Section F of this appendix to the PI, states, in part, "Once an
item has been checked and approved, it should not be altered without
issuing a revision cf the item."

Contrary to the above,

1. In the calculation package for the Level 5 support evaluation A02454,
on pages 15 and 16 of 39, the person checking the calculations dated
them March 10, 1987, prior to the date of the calculations (March 11,
1987). The support load calculations in this package were performed on
March 20, 1987, and checked on March 23, 1987. The summary of loads on
page 19 of 39 was dated March 9, 1987, and checked on March 10, 1987,
which is before the date indicating when the calculations were
performed.

2. On page la of 63, of Calculation A-02151 for Room 1488, entitled "Open
Items", the checker indicated that his work was completed on January 6,
1987; however, the preparer signed and dated this document on January
7, 1987 (445/8735-0-01?.

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF DEVIATION
ITEM A (445/8735-D-01)

TU Electric agrees with the alleged deviation and the requested information
follows:

1. Reason for Deviation

Regarding the discrepancies on the Level 5 calculation and check dates
(NOD Item 1, first part and NOD Item 2), the individuals involved in the
checking process are no longer on site. We believe that the personnel
checking the calculations inadvertently entered the wrong date at the time
the check was performed.

Regarding the discrepancy between the support load calculation dates and
the load summary sheet dates (NOD Item 1, second part), additions were
made to support load calculation data after the load summary sheet had
been initially prepared and reviewed. The load summary sheet was updated
to reflect these changes, but the preparation and check blocks were not
updated.
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2. Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

Deficiency Report (C88-01174 has been written to document the
discrepancies.

Calculation A-02454 was re-reviewed and no technical discrepancies were
identified. The support load calculation data sheets and the load summary
sheet have been annotated to indicate this re-review. Calculation A-02151
was re-reviewed and no technical discrepancies were identified. The open
item sheet has been annotated to indicate this re-review,

3. Corrective Steps Which Will be Taken to Avoid Further Deviations

The importance of checking for inconsistencies in dates has been re-
emphasized to all Train C personnel in the Impell Structural Integrity
Group. Adherence to procedures for data review as set forth in Appendix
[-A of Impell Project Instruction PI1-0210-0!3-001, "Multi-Level Screening
Criteria for Train C Conduit (2-in and under) at CPSES," has been
stressed.

To identify similar inconsistencies in dates, as well as other similar
administrative concerns, Impell has developed and implemented a
comprehensive administrative checklist. This checklist is being used to
perform a 100 percent review of previously approved structural integrity
calculations as part of Impeil's record turnover process. For new
calculations, this checklist will be used to identify administrative
inconsistencies prior to calculation approval. If discrepancies are
identified, appropriate actions will be taken,

4. Date When Full Compliance Will be Achieved

Full compliance has been achieved.
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NOTICE OF DEVIATION
ITEM B (445/8735-0-03)

B. Section 4.1, "Walkdown Guidelines," to Project Instruction Pl 0210-052-004
provides checklists for documentation, tolerances for dimensions, and
guidelines for performing the conduit routing walkdowns. The instruction
requires an as-built sketch be drawn, lengths and sizes of structural
members be identified, and supports be identified.

Contrary to the above,

1. In Room 76, RFI-E5-1-0118, Appendix A to Calculation A-00628, page 4 of
4 of this appendix is the as-built drawing which forms the basis of
this calculation. On this drawing, the engineer who performed the
walkdown reported that the Unistrut bolts being used to secure tie
junction box to the Unistrut member were 3/8" in diameter; however, the
NRC inspector found these bolts to be 1/2" in diameter. Also, on the
same drawing, the walkdown engineer reported that the HKB on the north
side of the junction box was located 1 1/2" away from the junction box.
The NRC inspector measured this distance to be 1 1/8",

2. In Room 148B on the isometric drawn to depict the conduit runs being
evaluated as part of calculation A-02151, and shown on page 24 of 43 of
this calculation, the dimensional data and corientation for Conduits C-
1PA-CR2 and C-1FD-A180, south of the Type 6 support tagged NQ-19688/A-
02156 have been reversed, therefore, the isometrics for both conduit
runs are incorrectly depicted. The dimension north of the Type 6
support tagged NQ-06005/A-02157 to the change in elevation is not shown
on the isometric for the Conduit Run C-1PA-A265.

3. In Room 148B, the distance from the Type 6 support tagged NQ-06004/A-
02158 to the rise in elevation of the conduit to the bolted junction
box tagged NQ-08650 was documented by the walkdown engineer to be 22".
The NRC inspector measured this length to be 13".

4. In Room 148B, the overall length of the P1001 Unistrut member of the
Type 7 support tagged NQ-06002/A-02160, shown on page 26 of 43 for
calculation A-02151 was documented by the walkdown engineer to be 10".

This length was measured to be 8" by the NRC inspector (445/8735-D-03).




Attachment to TXX-88298
March 14, 1988

T Flectrie 1grees with the alleged deviation and the requested information
follow

'\“ Reszson for Deviation

from 1na urate recording and hecking of Train (non 1fety v lated)
\ |
two=1nch and under conduit walk wn data on the part per nne
involved
rrectve teps Taken and Re 11t Achieved
fmnel ) Der nnel examined the 11 renant nadrt 101 ¢ rihed 1n the H 1)
|
nd nfirmed the N} 1INSp¢ tor | rvat [ ' 0D | ihle walk wi
tonr anad y | jtatior NAave t en reyviseq t | ¢ 10ent 1 1ed
{1 ) In 11 t ] t Y | ti1on i1d not
epan 1§ In y 15 ¢ Nne reyl 10N 1 \ ] ] 100
yiter the qualitication tatu f the ass 1t ed ndurt aport
Deficiency Report (DR -BE - ) | ha hee riite ! IRET LN¢
va | kdowr | repar 15,
{ } h } 111 ) Tal $ ) $r )
I'1'¢ ¢ el SR \ Al Lé§ 1Ken ry ol ] ey i | !
) ennineery that r¢ ti11] 1 A a1 7N Are v ived f e wk t
wal kdowr ) el]l a 18 ther pe f ] Iny | n e Imp-?
{ # ] int 1t " r h ' { r (! l\“
ructural integrity group have en retrajiced o ]
emphasizing the 1mportance v eror free ) (dow A
I he manche Peak M”".‘ Y 1 \ Fr Tneering b a et Ji1th s ral y I
1Ny lved 1n tructur s | jal kdowr v 1‘1” ) r & '.»,‘, 'y 11 ' H\f[_
xamo | ¢ f recently 1enti111¢ va l kdowr | f ) [ wWE reserted and
t he 1m rtance { 3 irate re rain T4 | f ial) ata
reemphasized
m1 1 1 v' ] n N f t n 1 t n | ’. | t { t
L my [ I ru we beep viewed for re
| e n nterpreted which potentially aff t the a I ’ f ]
N+ | "¢ ‘l" 41 ! i' | § 4 [ \‘tl‘ NAls | 1 n 'V‘ ! ! 1B |
neAa rement f 15 1t @) net ne A r DAl 1 ! hend ty !
v y |
e ! ] V ! t Iraily DY t [ ¥ nnt Y 147 111 ] { f n I
1 "V,V7 r ". | . 4 n (=0 a2 1 IS l“ ¢ ! ] - \ ¢ | 1t 14 R | “
N h ¢ ¢ hetaity
}
] § ! ener) vl‘ 2 1 + L kd I repj 1 nt T 1 "
t il Imt 11 ha nd ted tudy and 1ed a eport thi ) '
ind adequacy f Trai wa | kdowr ata The tudy 11 luded a 16 f
1) 1 1 11 1 "‘n “q" + ‘l" | ‘ 0y Vv B | 1§ (=N lb!' ! 4‘ n
{ \ ! ted that 1 ma ! A 1 61 ¢ have ST lant f 16 it none
f +he lafi101 01 W ffterted t) mial1 £ 100 tat \ 1 ra: i
. ' y
1D rt } "‘\v ) [ 101 ¢ { ) Amp | ¢ Y 11 D¢ ¢ ¥ 7t } {
ipport moassed a total f 71 atti it he atri
| repa v rate wa found t | nroximately 1.9 f ) )
Ore I ' ey 1 1t "‘ 1né¢ ' t he | renar [ ' lted 11 t hi




-

Attachment to TXXx-88298
March 14, 1988
Page 9 of 9

Lorrective Steps Which Will be Taken to Avoid Further Jeviations (cont'd)

disqualification of the affected conduit systems. Furthermore, it was
demonstrated that Train C conduit systems generally exhibit large safety
margins between actual loading and ultimate capacity. Based on these
results TU Electric does not consider additional reinspection to be
warranted. However, we are concerned with such errors and are endeavoring
to reduce personnel errors through the training described above.

Date When Full Compliance Will be Achieved

The correction of identified walkdown discrepancies was completed by
February 24, 1988.

The Impell retraining of Train C walkdown personnel was completed by
December 18, 1987,

The meeting of walkdown personnel with the Manager of Civil Engineering
was held January 20, 1988,

The Impell Accuracy and Adequacy of Walkdown Information Report was issued
January 26, 1988.



