U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL PROJECTS

NRC Inspection Report: 50-445/88-35 Permits: CPPR-126
50-446/88-34 CPFr™=-127
Dockets: ©7=-445 Category: AZ2
50-446

Construction Permit

Expiration Dates:

Unit 1: August 1, 1988

Unit 2: Extension request
submitted.

Applicant: TU Electric
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street
Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Fecility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES),
Units 1 & 2

Inspection At: Comanche Peak Site, Glen Rose, Texas

Inspection Conducted: May 4 through June 7, 1988

Inspector : Q_%‘L.Jaz&( /i

C. J. Hggy, Reactor Inspector Dat
r

(pa raphs 4. and 5.)
Inspector: ‘75;/’ﬁ51i’é Nt e o G- 16- ¥y
vr P. C. Wagner, Reactor Inspector Date

(paragraph 4.)
Consultants: V. Wenczel, EG&G (paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5.)

J. Dale, EG&G (paragraph 4.)
K. Graham, Parameter (paragraph 4.)

Reviewed by: 5777/}<§/22/:L'2 L A 2 é*/Z*=&3’

H. H. Livermore, Lead Senior Inspector Date

6220318 2B0613
BDR°“ADOCK 0300935
a



Inspection Summary:

Inspection Conducted: May 4 through June 7, 1988 (Report
50-445/88-35; 50-446/88-34)

Areas Inspected: Unannounced, resident safety inspection of
follow-up on violations/deviations, use of three-part memorandums,
tagging nonconforming equipment, and general plant areas (tours).

Results: Within the areas inspected no violations or deviations
were identified. One potential weakness was identified concerning
the disposition of Corrective Action Reports (CARs). CAR-110
appears to have been dispositioned imprcperly or the documents
recording its disposition are incomplete (see unresolved item,
paragraph 2). It is also noted that the program for identifying
and documenting nonconforming conditions in inscalled equipment is
not being effectively implemented (paragraph 4.)
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Disposition of CAR-110

The cause of the problem was that procedures (FVMs) failed to
provide a consistent means for documenting and tracking
potentially nonconforming conditions. Corrective action was
to revise the affected FVMs to adequately address the
reporting of nonconforming conditions. 1In addition, those
conditions reported on documents other than NCRs would be
converted to the appropriate form. Preventative action
included revision of the affected FVMs and assuring that all
future FVMs contain the appropriate information for
documenting potentially nonconforming conditions.

Safety Implications

EBASCO's use of unapproved forms to document potential
nonconformances was not considered reportable to the NRC
pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50.55(e). Even though the EBASCO
reporting methods were a departure from FSAR commitments, the
cited conditions would not have gone undetected or
uncorrected. Each completed walkdown documentation package
was transm. tted to EA for a completeness review in accordance
with Procedure ECE-DC-24, Revision 5, "As-built Package
Preparation." The EA review would have assured that any
unresolved or potentially nonconforming item identified (on
forms other than NCRs) was addressed in accordance with

TU Eleciric's QA program requirements.

NRC Inspection of TU Electric's Committed Actions

The NRC inspectour reviewed actions taken by the applicant to
resolve CAR-110. This review was to verify that committed
actions were taken and that those actions were adequate to
resolve CAR-110,

The NRC inspector reviewed the sir EBASCO effected procedures
and found the revised FVMs required out of scope items to be
reported on the forms permitted by the NCR program. Those ¢ .t
of scope items previously reported on improper forms were
reissued on the correct forms. In addition, review of
training records for the procedural changes verified that
EBASCO personnel received training on the use of “he revised
FVMs. Examination of the three SWEC-PSE FVMs verified that
their procedures properly addressed the reporting of
nonconforming conditions.

Review of SWEC-CAP's response to CAR-110 disclosed that their
response was not completely responsive to the issue identified
in the CAR. Their response did not address the methods used
for documenting deficiencies associated with previous
revisions of FVMs. Based on further discussion with SWEC-CAP
and TU Electric QA corrective action personnel, the response




was clarified and no problems were identified with SWEC-CAP's
wethod of documenting out-of-scope problems in the past or
present.

The methods used by TU Electric QA and EA to process CARs does
raise questions with respect to the review and acceptance of
CAR responses, and the verification of CAR dispositioning.
The NRC inspector determined that verification of the SWEC-CAP
response had occurred by QA, but was not documented, and that
QA closed the CAR with incomplete documentation. Based on the
processing of this CAR, the NRC will review the CAR process to
assure compliance with commitments and requirements
(445/8835-U-01).

Based on the foregoing actions taken by TU Electric and the
NRC inspector's verification of these actions, this item is
being closed.

Use of Three-part Memos (35061)

The purpose of this inspection was to verify that the use of
three-part memos by TU Electric's Construction Department
conformed to ECC Policy Statement No. 2, Revision 0,
"Construction Department Correspondence.'" The pulicy
statement permits the use of three-part memos for internail
correspondence between the con:truction department, craft, and
the construction engineers. Taree-part memos may also be used
to convey administrative problems between the ccnstruction
department and the engineering deparctment. The policy
statement prohibits the use of three-part memos to identify
and disposition nonconformances, deficiencies, and deviations.

The NRC inspector reviewed 55 three-part memos. These memos
were written to or from project engineering, construction,
craft, SWEC, EBASCO, and TU Electric QA/QC. Thirty-five of
the three-part memos were found to be administrative and 20
were either giving s*atus of activities or conveying other
similar information.

Examples of the administrative three-part memos included:

. Transmittal of procedures, NCRs, DRs, Design Change
Notices, and other documents for the responsible
organization's review.

5 Request for vacation or other time off.

Personnel actions such as changes in job classification,

hourly rate, request for overtime, use of B&R time
sheets, etc.



. Requests for office supplies or equipment from the tool
roon (e.g. hand tools, rain coats, etc.).

Examples of the other three-part memos were:

‘ Craft indicating to construction engineering that
construction activities were complete and that
engineering walkdowns could begin.

. Separation of one NCR into a Unit 1 and Unit 2 NCR to
expedite NCR processing.

Requesting copies of design change authorizations.

. Package control unit requesting the recturn of long term
work packages held by craft for updating.

. Craft requesting construction engineering to review
construction activity interface prior to beginning work.

Provide supplemental detail to the turnover sheet used by
craft to indicate status of work performed during
day/night shift.

. Request to the responsible reviewing organization for the
status of DRs, NCRs, procedures, etc. that were
inprocess.

Based on the NRC inspector's review of 55 threc-part memos, no
instances of inappropriate use of the thrce-part memos were
observed. Memos reviewed were found to be written and used in
accordance with ECC Policy Statement No. 1. None of the memos
provided work direction to construction engineers, craft, or
QA/QC personnel in place of the construction traveler work
packages. Neither were the memos used to document or
disposition nonconformances, deficiencies or deviations.

No deviations or violations were identified in this area of
the inspection.

Tagging Nonconforming Equipment (35061)

Procedure NEO 3.05, Revision 3, "Reporting and Control of
Nonconformances," states in Section 6.1.4, "NCR tags shall be
placed on nonconforming items . . . if the item is not
installed." Several meetings have been held with TU Electric
management discussing the advantages and disadvantages of
tagging installed equipment that is nonconforming. After
further consideration TU Electric has concluded that their
current program (not tagging installed equipment) is working
effectively and do not consider a revision of this procedure
is necessary.
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On April 13, 1988, two NRC inspectors toured Unit 1 noting
untagged nonconforming conditions. Those conditions were
provided to a TU Electric QC representative accompanying these
NRC inspectors. Ten potentially nonconforming conditions were
identified in Unit 1: damaged gauges at four different
locations, external rust on stainless steel safety injection
piping, a differential pressure gauge with an informal note
attached stating "out of order", damaged flexible conduit on a
pressure transmitter, an installed Hilti bclt with apparent
damage from an electrical arc, entries into a junction box
that had not been sealed, and a damaged flw heel cover on the
diesel generator. The QC representative was asked to
determine if these potentially nonconforming conditions had
been documented and to provide copies of that documentation to
the NRC inspector for evaluation. Within 48 hours the QC
representative had completed his documentation search on nine
of the items with the following results.

|

\

The damage on the Hilti bolt was documented on a

NCR (87-05693) in December 1987. The diesel generator

flywheel cover was documented for repair on Work

Request WR-46041 issued in November 1987. A NCR (88-06505)

was initiated as a result of this inspection to determine the

cause of the cover damage and assess the potential for a-y

further damage to the diesel generator. A NCR (88-07343) was

initiated to document what was found to be paint on the

stainless steel pip.ng. The four damaged gauges and the

damaged flexible conduit were not documented, but work

requests were initiated for each. The gauge with the "out of

order" note was in fact not out of order. On May 25, 1988,

documentation was provided to the NRC inspector supporting the |

fact that the junction box in question was not required to be

sealed.
\
|
|
\

On May 5, 1988, two other NRC inspectors conducted a similar
tour with the QC representative and identified nine additional
potentially nonconforming conditions in Unit 1: four locations
where corter pins were broken, missing, or not spread; a
thermocouple that had been removed; a loose gland nut on a
valve; an open instrument line on another valve; a bent
instrument line; and a hydraulic snubber with an empty
hydraulic fluid reservoir. During this tour about 20 other in
process items were identified for which the proper work
documentation was requested.

Within the following 3 weeks all of the requested information
had been provided. The following are the results that
pertained to the potentially nonconforming items only.
Concerning the four cotter pins: on one the associated hanger
package was inprocess and was still subject to QC inspection;
the cotter pin that had not been spread was subsequently found
spread, but apparently without proper work authorization
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period. The applicant did not identify as proprietary any of
the materials provided to or reviewed by the inspectors during
this inspection. During this meeting, the NRC inspectors
summarized the scope and findings of the inspection.



