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NRC Intimidation in an Interview of an Allecer

e e % 'bﬁ‘%’w ‘

alleged that NRC kegicn
The evidence ccnsists of:
Deposition of [H it i s e S
a tape recording of the alleged intimidating interview

-

a written transcript of that interview.
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Intimidation of OC Inspector in Auxiliary Building

@ for cable tray suppcrts, yelling and shouting odsce
A&l inspector for "red-tagging” too many cable tray supports.




-

B AN RN o =P b} alleged that he saw 2
-qC inspector icentify improper welding in the North Valve Room. Accorc-
ing tQl the QC inspector left, saying he was going to stop it,
but later returned and ¢id not stop the improper welding.

The evidence on this issue consists of:
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01 Report 4-84-012 (14 August 1984)

01 Report Q4-84-011 (13 March 1884)
01 Report 4-84-006 at 23 (7 March 1984)
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w a welder, 81leced that he was terminated for reporting 2
oP 1n a pipe to & OC inspector. 3

LOUG

allegedly discovered 2 gouge in 2 pipe near where he was weldino
on a pipe hanger, Kis foreman supposedly wanted to cover it us and
witressed showing the Couge O i M 1
Shortly thereafter was terminatec. iicants essert)d
terminated for absenteeish.

Evidentiary depositions:

Deposition of Jimmie Green; July 9, 1984 (Tr. 35,000-078)

Deposition of John Kallford; July 19, 1584 (Tr. 70,000-05¢8)

Deposition of Fred Coleman; July 9, 1882 (Tr, 35,079-128




valve disk incident

Paﬂeged that when she brought a discrepancy in valve cizk
mmoers to the attenticn of her supervisor, he told her it dicn't

matter, which made CHEERG) "discouraged.” 7

i
Vet R W ¢ showM'with a valve dis«

Meumber which did not match the disk number of the Jata Report. When she
brought this to the attention of her supervisor, Gregory Bennetzen, re
told her it didn't matter and would cost too much money to check.
Applicants assert that it really didn't matter and deny that cost weyld
be a factor if the discrepancy were rezl.

Evidentiary depgsitions:

Testimony: ‘
Prefiled Testimony of Gordon Purdy; Tr. 41,331-336 (8/16/84)

Prefiled Testimony of Gregory Bemnetzen; pp. 16-17 (8/16/84 and 8/18/
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VIS PRESOUNT WUCLEAR DO4RAT.Oud TXX #4354

Docket No.: 50~445

o o m——————
IR
Mr. Richard L. Bangart, Director ;ﬁ
Region IV Comanche Peak Task Force NOV - 9 1884
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 31" |
Office of Inspection and Enforcement L '
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 Bt ~

Arlingtoen, Texas 76011

Dear Mr. Bangart:

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
RESPONSE TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION
INSPECTION REPORT NO. 84-22

We have reviewed your letter dated October 11, 1984 on the inspection conducted
by Mr. J. E. Curmins and Mr. H. §. Phillips of activities authorized by RRC
Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for Comanche Peak, Units 1 and

2. We are hereby responding to the Notice of Violation listed in Appendix

A of that letter.

To aid in the understanding of our response, we have repeated the Notice of
Violation followed by our response. We fral the enclosed information to be
responsive to the Inspectors' findings. If you have any questions, please
advise,
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Director, Inspection and Enforcement (15 copies) V/q L

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Communon
Washington, D.C. 20555
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FROM NRC RIV RRL,TX.

APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Generating Company Docket: 50-445/84-22
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Construction Permit: CPPR-~126
Station, Unit 2

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted during the period of
May 19, 1984 through July 21, 1984 and in accordance with the NRC Enforce-
ment Polizy (10 CPR Part 2, Appendix C), 49 FR 8583, dated March B, 1984,
the following violations were identified:

A. Failure to Maintain A-P01itivp Pressure on Electrical Penetrations

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires that, "activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures or drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances and
shall be accomplished in accor dance with these instructions, procedures
or drawings."

Alarm Procedura X-ALB-133 has been established in accordance with Criterion
V and requires specific actions to be taken when the Unit 1 electrical
penetration low n’trogen pressure alarm is received.

Contrary to the above, on Jupe 19, 1984 the NRC inspector observed that
Alarm 2.6 (which monitors Unit 1 electrical penetration nitrogen pressurz)
was in an alarm condition and determined that the actions required by
Alarm Procedure X—-ALB-13B had not been performed.

Response

Although Alarm 2.6 (X-ALB~13B) was in an alarm condition at the time of

the deficiency, it should be poted that many annunciators were being

tested at that time. This testing meant that many annunciators were
simultaneously sounding, causing unnecessary noise in the control room.
Therefore, some of the above annunciators were silenced and the annunciator
for Alarm 2.6 (X-ALB-13B) was inadvertently silenced during this process.

The purpose of the positive nitrogen pressure on the seal is to prevent
corrosion of the electrical assemblies due to moisture accumulation.

In accordance with the Bunker Ramo Corporation vendor manual (CP-"460-
001), the electrical penetrations are not required to be maintained at

& positive pressure unless the penetration assembly has a surface temperature
below the dew point of the surrounding air or is otherwise subjected to
moisture. Given the ambient air temperature at the time of the violation
and the air temperstures in the buildings adjacent to the electrical
penetration, the surrounding air temperature of the penetrations could
not have been below the dew point. Also, due to the relative short

time that the penetrations were not under a pesitive nitrogen pressure,
any moisture accumulation could not have occurred.

04430/84 08:38 P. 3
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Corrective Action

The annunciator in question was verified to be correct, and the Shift
Supervisor immediately took the appropriate sctions to valve in a full
nitrogen bottle and repressurize the penetrations on June 19, 1984. 1In
addition, he contacted the responsible Startup Engineer for the system
and wvas advised that it was unlikely that any moisture accumulation had
occcurred.

Preventive Action

In accordance with Procedure OWI-104, Revision 2, the operators are now
required to check the electrical penetration nitroger pressure once per
shift. In addition, the Operations Supervisor has reminded the Shift
Supervisors of the need for control room personnel to be particularly
avare of all plant alarm conditions during the startup testing phase.
This was an isolated incident and should not recur.

Date of Corrective Action Inglcncntacion

Corrective action was taken on June 19, 1984,

10 CFR Part 50.55(e) requires that, "The construction holder of the
permit shall notify the Commission of each deficiency found in design
and comstruction, which, were it to have remained uncorrected, could
have affected adversely the safety of operations of the nuclear power
plant at any time throughout the expected lifetime of the plant, and
which represents:

"A significant deficiency in coastruction of or significant damage to a
structure, system or component which will require extensive evaluationm,
extensive redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or to otherwise
establish the adequacy of the structure, system Or component to perform

its intended safety function".

10 CFR Part 50.55(e)(2) requires that, "The holder of a construction
permit shall within 24 hours notify the appropriate Nuclear Regulatory
Coumission Regional Office of each reportable deficiency.”
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Failure to Obtain Work Authorizationm to Break Brand Industrial Services

Ioc. (BISCO) Seals and Reflect Actual "As-Built' Configuration on Drawing
SG~-873-108T-1

1

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criteriocn V requires that, "activities

affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instruccions, procedures
or drawings of a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be
accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures or drawings."

Texas Utilities Generatring Company (TUGCO) Quality Assurance (QA) Plan,
Section 5.0, Revision 2, dated May 21, 1981, requires that construction
activities be performed in accordance with documented and prescribed
instructions, procedures and/or drawings.

Contrary to the above, on July 14, 1984, the NRC inspector visually
inspected and determined that fire rated penetration seals had initially
been properly installed by BISCO, but had subsequently bean removed by
unknown construction personnel who did not process a penetration seal
removal request (PSRR) as required by Brown & Root, Inc. (B&R) Procedure
CP-CPM-6.10, Revision 11, dated, February 16, 1984. Specifically,
Internal Work Release 0217RA and "As-Built" Drawing SG-873-108T-1 show
authorized rework and actual configuration on the referenced drawing;
however, Seal Trace 5003 had subsequently been broken and damaged when
additional cable was run through this seal. No PSRR was processed and
the "as-built” drawing showed the seal as completed.

Response

This item of noncompliance deals with control of a fire-rated penetration
seal which had been broken and reworked without proper adhererce to the
construction control program.

Corrective and Preventive Action

Concerns relative to penetration seal installations have recently been
observed by project quality assurancr.. A recent audit of the penetration
scal supplier and a corrective action report, both issued in approximately

the same time frame as the NRC review, have resulted in the follewing
\
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programmatic actions to assure positive control of penetration seal
activities.

a. Construction reindoctrination of CPSES rules and policies. Although
initiated independently uy the contractor, several points in the
reindoctrination effort deal wich specific issues involved in the

penetration seal program.

b. Penetration seal verification. Under the direction of the Unit 1
Task Force Manager, teams comprised of building management, quality
control and supplier personnel have performed a walkdown of areas
vithin the Unit 1 security boundary. The purpose of the effort was
to identify for resolution recognized exceptions, violated and
damaged seals. The results of this survey have been entered into
the master data base for tracking and completion purposes.

¢. Additional programmatic controls involving construction activities
for Unit 2. The program of work packaging currently implemented
for Unit 2 activities provides clearer definition, control and
accountability for all comstruction.

These efforts represent positive actions to resolve the conditions
addressed in the inspection report and preclude further concurrences.
The specific process documerts reflecting these actions can be reviewed
by examination of CAR-038 asnd TUGCO QA Audit TBIS-5. We have confirmed
the specific seal addressed in the tracking item (Seal Trace 5003) is
included in this program (MDB Item 8930-607A).

Date of Corrective and Preventiva Action Implementation

The dates of Corrective and Preventive Action Implementation will be
determined by the current construction schedule.

Failure to Document the "As-Built" Configuration

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires that the inspection
program of activities affecting quality shall be established and conducted
in a manner to verify conformance with the documented instructionms,
procedures and drawings.

TUGCO QA Plan, Section 10.9 requires that inspections verify conformance
with the documented instructions, procedures and drawings for accomplishing
the activity.

Procedure QI-QAP 11.1-28, Revision 25, paragraph 3.3.1.1, dated June 13,
1984 delineates and requires that Class 1, 2 and 3 component supports
be installed and inspected to assure that base plates are installed
within + 1/4".

Contrary to the above, on July 14, 1984, the NRC inspector visually
inspected and measured Seismic Mechanical Shock Suppressor $I-1-071-002-832K
which is a part of. the safety injection system. Specifically, nine
dimensions on the support plate were found to be 1/2" to 1-5/16" out-of-
tolerance.
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During the NRC inspectiom, the inspector identified nine dimensions

on the base plate which were out of tolerance. In fact, the only item
causing the out-of-tolerance conditions was the center line location
of the I-beam attachment to the base plate.

This item has been identified on NCR M~14,557N. Review by engineering
indicated that the intended safety furction of the support configuration
is not impaired. The NKC has been dispositioned stating the support

is acceptable without repair or rework.

1t has been determined that the subject support was properly inspected

to the Construction and QA procedures in effect at the time of installation.
The procedures in effect at the time did not require verification

of finite structural dimensions which were already a part of the Engineering
79-14 As-Built Program. The support had been inspected and analyzed

under this As-Built Program and had been determined to be acceptable
as-buile.
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DATE
2-22-83

2-22-83

5-26-83

6-29-83

6-29-83

7-11-83

7-15-83

7-28-83
8-1-83

1-16-84

1-16-84

1-16-84

REPNA NP A
Pt - ' -

D TE—————
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DOCUMENT
TDR-629

TDR-630C
TDR-1217

SU-83,392

CPPA-31,655

TBX-M-1047

CPPA-32,053

sU-83,552
CPPA-32,254

TBX-M~-1138

DRR-037

SDAR-CP~84-04

i —— i ——

DESCRIPTION

Startup report documenting
transformer failure during
pre-op test.

Startup report documenting
transformer failure during
pre~op test.

Startup report documenting
transformer failure during
pre~op test.

Startup request to engineering
noting possible trend in trans-
former failure. Engineering
requested to evaluate failure

and provide corrrective action to
mitigate or reduce occurrence.
Note: TDRs are programmatically
trended by startup and evaluated
for "reportability" by engineering.

Engineering requests the supplier
(Westinghouse) to evaluate failures.

Westinghouse response for action to
facilitate review. Westinghouse
notes failure rates at other
facilities indicates possible
unique application at CPSES

lending to failure.

Action initiated including ship-
ment of transformers to manufacturer
for testing.

Operating history of the transformers
forwarded to supplier as requested.

Supplier/manufacturer test report
received by engineering. Report
indicates cause of the failure is
attributed to insufficient securing
of internal transformer parts.

Engineering issued notice tu site
QA of identification of potential
condition adverse to cuality.

Deficiency reported and issued.
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In Reply Refer To:
Dockets: 50-445/84-22

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

400 North Olive Street

Leck Box 81

Dallas. Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter of November 9, 1984, in response to our letter and
Notice of Violation dated October 11, 1984, We have reviewed your reply and
find it responsive to Violations A, B, and C. However, your reply is not
fully responsive to Violation D. Your reply acknowledged that the NRC
inspector measured the base plate and found that the dimensions exceeded the
required tolerances, but it also stated that the subject supports were
properly inspected. This item was discussed with Mr. C. Welch of your
staff. The inconsistency requires clarification in a supplemental response.

Please provide the supplemental information within 20 days of the date of this
letter. .

If you have further questions, we will be glad to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

Dorwin R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

=+ ;
See next page !

“w

P



whalie v OL_ZD» 2/‘7—315
Ny .

In Reply Refer To:
Docket: 50-445/84-26 JAN 18 1885

Texas Utilities Electric Company /

ATTN: M. D. Spence, President, TUGCO
Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201 C’F

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special inspection of the Safeguards and Auxiliary Building
during the period of July 16, 1984, through September 28, 1984, of activities

authorized by NRC Construction Permit CPPR-126 for the Comanche Peak Facility,
Unit 1, and to the aiscussion of our findings with you and other members of

your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

This inspection was the fourth in a series of planned construction completion

room/area inspections, and the primary

tion.
struction characteristics, suc e separation,
on, which have been the subject of alTegations to the NRC;

er, this inspection was not intended to achieve resolution of any specific

of this inspection was to
ards and Auxiliary Building

This inspection covered

S—: 2"

allegation. Resolution of specific allegations may involve additional
inspection in these areas, and may result in additional corrective actions.

Because the inspection

subsequently identifiedW of

electrical conduit separation, cable tray hangers,
mounting, configuration,
corrective actions are r
inspectors were based on a limited sample and Zuwe

m , and inst rumeW
e

- he deficiencies identifed

and

()

1ng, additional
by the NRC

identified shall be processed in accordance with established QA program procedures,
including the determination of the generic implications of the deficiencies.
This program should be coordinated with the actions planned and taken as a

result of the Technical Review Team (TRT) findings.
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Texas Utilities Electric Company -50-

Portiens of four safety-related systems were examined during the inspection.
These included the auxiliary feedwater system (AFWS), containment spray system
(CSS), component cooling water system (CCWS), and the chemical volume and
control system (CVCS). In addition, electrical separation was examined
throughout the buildings. 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.

During this inspection, it was found that certain of your activities were in
violation of NRC requirements. Consequently, you are required to respond to
these violations, in writing, in accordance with the provisions of

Section 2.201 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations. Your response should be based on the specifics contained
in the Notice of Violation enclosed with this letter.

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

Sincerely,

gt Signed =

“or's “UN'“cU

D. M
Dorwin R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

Enclosure:
1. Appendix A - Notice of Violation
2. Appendix B - NRC Inspection Report

50-445/84-26
cc w/enclosure:
Texas Utilities Electric Company Texas Utilities Electric Company
ATTN: B. R. Clements, Vice ATTN: J. W. Beck, Manager
President, Nuclear Licensing
Skyway Tower Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street 400 North Olive Street
Lock Box 81 Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201 Dallas, Texas 75201

bcc to DMB (IEO1)
bcec distrib. by RIV:

RPB1 RRI-OFS TX State Dept. Health
RPB2 RRI-CONST. Juanita Ellis

EP&RPB R. Bangart, Task Force Renea Hicks

R. Martin RA J. Gagliardo (CPSES) Billie Pirner Garde
C. Wisner, PAD D. Hunnicutt, Task Force

R. Denise, DRSP TRT (CPSES) (2)

RIV File S. Treby, ELD

MIS System V. .loonan, NRR



APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket: 50-445/84-26
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Construction Permit: CPPR-126

Based on the results ot an NRC inspection conducted during the period of

July 16 through September 28, 1984, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement
Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 49 FR 8583, dated March 8, 1984, the
following violations were identified:

A. Failure to Provide QC Inspection Criteria and Minimum Separation

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V states, in part, ". .
Instructions, procedures or drawings shall include approprlate
quantitative or gqualitative acceptance criteria for determining that
important activities have been satisfactorily accomplished."

1EEE-384 provides separation criteria of Class IE equipment and circuits.
The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Electrical Erection Specification
2323-ES-100 provides for the implementation of the criteria of IEEE-384
(1974).

Section 4.4.6 of 2323-ES-100 states in part, "In no case shall any part of
the conduit or the conduit support system come in direct contact with
uninsulated equipment in the piping system or with pipe restraints or
anchors."

QI-QP-11.3-29.1, Revision 16, paragraph 3.1.7, states in part, "In no case
shall any part of the raceway or raceway support system come in direct
contact with uninsulated equipment in the piping system or with pipe
restraints or anchors unless otherwise approved by the owner."

QI-QP-11.1-28, Revision 25, paragraph 3.3.4.2, states in part, "There
shall be an air gap (i.e., no contact) between electrical conduit/conduit
supports and piping component supports."

Section 4.11.3.2 of 2323-ES-100 specifies separation between conduits of
* different trains which, for the examples listed, is a minimum of one inch.

QI-QP-11.3-23, Section 3.9, specifies conduit separation per drawing
2323-E1-1702-02, including several detailed sketches.

Contrary to the above,

1. Specifications and QC 1nspection procedures do not cintain specific
acceptance criteria for separation of redundant trains of flexible
conduits.




-2-

. The separation requirements between conduits as contained in the
erection specifications ES-100 and implementing procedures had not
been met.

The following conditions were identified:

1. “lexible conduits in the Safeguards and Auxiliary Buildings do not
maintain the required one inch minimum separation between trains.
For example, flexible conduit C13G20208 contacts C13811132, and the
1" airspace is not maintained between C13§07415 and C13G07413.

2. Flexible conduits in the Safeguards and Auxiliary Buildings come in
direct contact with uninsulated equipment in the piping system or
with pipe restraints or anchors. Examples include:

This is a

Flexible Conduit

Flex rests on pipe bracket next to valve

Flex rests on pipe next to valve 1-HV-5365.

Flex rests on pipe support for 1-MS-030 and

Flex rests on support for JB1S 455G.

Flex touches corner of support for valve

Flex touches pipe at elbow passing near

Flex resting on top of actuator for

Flex touching flange of support next to
valve 1-FV-2196.

Flex rests against unistrut below

Flex conduit rests on fire pipe.

Flex wraps ;Fouﬁd adjacent support.

Number Item Description

C13G07743

1-HV-5365.
C13G07744
Cl14p21161

1-MS-268.
C13G12499
€13G08781

1-HV-4179.
C12P05387

valve 1-HV-8106.
C13p15915

valve 1-HV-2188.
C13G21323
C13G06734

valve 1-FV-4537.
C12G04690
C13G06834
C14G20503 Flex rests on valve body.
C120#02856 Flex contacts 1-HV-2480.

Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II.D) (445/8426-01)




Failure to Properly Inspect

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires that the inspection
program of activities affecting quality shall be established and conducted
in a manner to verify conformance with the documented instructions,
procedures, and drawings.

_Procedure QI-QP-11.10-2, Revision 28, "Cable Tray Hanger Inspection,"”
specifies the inspection attributes for inspection assembly,
configuration, location, welding, etc., for conformance with design
drawings and documents.

Procedure QI-QAP-11.1-28, Revision 25, "Fabrication and Installation
Inspection of Safety Class Compcnent Supports," specifies the inspection
attributes for inspecting fabrication, installation, material, dimensional
control, welding, etc., for conformance with design drawings and
documents.

Contrary to the above:

1. The NRC inspector identified one cable tray hanger, CTH 639, that was
missing the diagonal brace called for on drawings 2323-E1-0601-01-S
and 2323-5-901.

The NRC inspector identified one cable tray hanger, CTH 12416, that
had the horizontal legs aligned north-south vice east-west as
specified on drawing 2323-E1-0601-01S and FSE-00159 sheet 12416.

The NRC inspector identified one pipe support that was missing
two welds as specified on drawing CT-1-014-015-542K.

The following is a compilation of additional deficiencies by general
category and the drawing or component where it was found.

Category Component or Drawing Number of Items

i ,

| welding MS-1-026-010-575K 1
j AF-1-026-005-S33R 1
| Inst. Rack CP1-EIPRLI-31 2
i Dimensions  AF-1-026-003-S33R : 1
: MS-1-026-010~S75K 1
{ : MS-1-025-003-R75K 1
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CC-1-043-013-A43K
CC-1-234-700-C53R
CC~1-238-004-C53R
CC-1-236-700-C53R
CS-1-AB-208A-001

CS-1-564-706~A33R
AF-1-035-037-Y33R
AF-1-035-034~Y33R
MS-1-028-047-543K
CC-1-011-034-A63K

General AF-1-103-036-553K
Workmanship Inst. Rack CP1-EIPRLI-31
1-FT-2458

C14810056-2

g'wwuw bbb et ek et N bt d et

TOTAL ITEMS

The above are examples identified by the NRC inspectors where items were
installed by the craft to conditions other than those specified by the
identified design documents, QC inspections had been completed, and the QC
inspectors failed to identify these conditions. The inspection report
details these findings.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation. (Supplement 1I.D) (445/8426-02)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Utilities Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to this office, within 30 days of the date of this
Notice, a written statement or explaration in reply, including: (1) the
corrective steps which have been taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective
steps which will be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date when
full compliance will be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your
response time for good cause shown.

Dated: JAN 18 B85
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APPENDIX B

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 1V
NRC Inspection Report: 50-445/84-26 Construction Permit: CPPR-126
Docket: 50-445 Category: A2
Licensee: Texas Utilities Electric Company
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street
Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201
Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Unit 1
Inspection At: CPSES, Unit 1, Glen Rose, Texas
Inspection Conducted: July 16 - September 28, 1984

Inspectorg: 4(3 k %M aa ///4/?\5'
~ C. R. Oberg, Reactor Inspector, RIV Task Force ate

\
4 ‘/4Z<b’ %/96/@?5—
M. ;. Skow, Reactor Inspector, RIV Task Force ate

Other
Accompanying
Personnel: W. R. Bennett, Reactor Inspector, RIV

Approved: é.&.&ézm)*’ — -
. M. Hunnicutt, Team Leader, RIV Task Force ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted Jul tember 28, 1984 (Report 50-445/84-26

reas Inspected: pecial inspection of construction inside Unit 1 Auxiliary
and Safeguards Buildings of piping and pipe supports, safety-related equipment,
electrical raceway and supports, as-built program, and instrumentation.
Expanded inspection of the containment building included piping and pipe
supports, electrical conduit and supports, and instrumentation. The inspection
involved 726 inspector-hours onsite by three NRC inspectors.

£l
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Results: Within the areas inspected, two violations and one resolved item was
fdentified. One violation was identified in the electrical area pertaining to
flexible conduit separation (445/8426-01, paragraph 9) and one violation
pertaining to QC inspection of pipe supports and cable tray hangers
(445/8426-02, paragraph 11).

An outline of the report follows:




Docket:

Texas Utilities Elect: ic Company

ATTN: M. D. Spence, President, TUGCO -
Skyway Tower

330 North Olive Street

Lock Zox 81

Dallas, Texas 73201

Gentlemen:

+i9n conducted by Messrs. O. L. 'e1Tey. W. F. Smi

This refers to the fnspac th,
and NRC s*'fa‘3~;e's:r:e1 cf thjs office during the period August 1-?1 1984,
cf act 1v~~ies authicriz che

shorizea by NRC Constru:ticn Permit CPPR-12€ for the Toman
Peak Facility, Unit 1, and to the discussicn of our findings with Messrs.
Merrits anc J. C. Kuykendall and other members of ycur staff at the

-

1 Y
L™ N L
conclusion ¢f tne inspection,

Areas examinea during the inspection included: Preopsrational Test Resul:s
Evaluazicn; Inspec:iion of Os=rat onal Quality Assurance/Quality Centr

fontrel Rcom Cesign Raview; Precperational Test Witnessing; and Plart iCLrS
These findings are Jocum :’e* in 'he enclosed inspection report. Within thase
he inscectian consisted of selective examinaticn of procedures ard

- -

izive records, interviews with personnel, and cdservations by the
<
-

i

, Ouring shis 1“,:9::‘: , it was found that certain of your activities were
' violaziz1 of NRC re uirements. <Consequently, you are reguired to respond o
these vizlat 3ns i1 writing, in accordance with the provisions of Section

, 2.291 af the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Coce of Feceral

* Reguiztions. V*~* rescorse she.ld be basad con the specifics containec in the
Noti ¢ Yiolation enclesed with this letter,

- SW I8 wa¥

ams are icentified in repors paragraphs 2 and 3.

FOIA-85-0Y
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s Texgs Utilities Electric Comn v -

Should you have any questions zcncarnin
pleased to discuss :hem with yau.

Enclosure:

1. Appendix A - Notice of Viclation

2. Apoendix B = NRC Inspecticn Report
50-445/84-31

cc w/enclosure:

Texas Utilites Electric Company

ATTN: John Beck, Manager
Nuclear Services

Skyway Tower

4C0 North Qlive Street

Leck Box 81

Callas, Texas 75201

Texzs Utilities Electric Company
ATTH:
Skyway Tower

400 North Clive Street
Leck Z2ox 81

Callas, Teaas 73271

bee: to OMB (IEC1)

bes cdistrid by RIV:

RPE] Resicdert Inspect
RF22 Resicent Inspect
TP3 R. Bancart, 0/7F
R. Martin, RA «J. Huntar, RP82

. C. Wisrer, PAQ
S. Treby, ELD V. Nocran, TRT
MIS SYSTEM

RIV File

TEXAS STATE DEPT QOF HEALTH

Juanita Ellis

Renea Hicks

g this inspection, we will be

Sincerely,

"Origira © .-~ -
D. R HUNT -

Dorwin R. Hunter, -Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

8. R. Clements, Vice President, Nuclear

er CPS
or Const
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APPENDIX ;
NOTICE OF VIOLATION -
;.
Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket: S50-445/24-31 i
Comanche Peak Steam Flectric Station Permit: CPPR-126 b

)

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted during the period of
Augu t 1-31, 1984, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy

(10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 49 FR 8583, dated March 8, 1984, the fcllewing
violations were identified:

: 5 10 CFR Part 50, Appcndix B, Criterion V and FSAR Section 17.2.5, state in
pe 't, "Activities affecting quality shall be . . . accomplished in ac ardance

wilh these instructions, procedures, or drawings." }
Contrary to the above, the applicant: £
i
. fail:d to make changes to ELM-302, Revision 0, "430V Circuit Breaker b
Inspection and Testing," Section 6.0 in accordance with STA-205, t’
Revision 2, "Temporary Changes to Procedures;" k
L' -
. failed to properly perform a review of At*achment 2 to ELM-302; 3
b
. failed to make the entries in the "Safety-Related 0S) Log", as -
required by WHS-001, Revision 9, "Receiving and Inspection of Material, L
Parts and Components"”; {
5
. failed to make changes to Section 8.2 of "CPSES Pretective Relay b;
Settings (480V Safeguards Buses)" in accordance with STA-205; e
v
. failed to tag itess :n the level A storage areas as reguired by E
wHS-002, Revision 5, "Handling and Storage"; and >
failed to include "Q" material handling equipment cn the plant's -
periodic maintenance and inspe-tion program as reguired by HS-0CZ, #
Revision 5, "Handling and Storage." ¢
This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II-D) (445/8431-0S) E
2. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix “, Criterion VIII states, in part, that mezasures g
shall be established for the identification and control of materiai:, =
parts, and components, including partially fabricated assemplies and as #
identified in FSAR, Section 17.2.8, "ldentification and Contrcl of ¥
Materials, Parts, and Components,” which states, in part, ' -
“. . . materials, parts, and components be identified and controlled to ¢
prevent t-e use of incorrect . . . items.”

Contrary to the above, the applicant stored guality and non quality
material together in a "Q" material-hold area of the maintenance building.

This is a'Se;erity Level V Violation (Supplement II-0) (4457/3431-07)

—pseagal S




10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V and FSAR Section 17.2.5, states
in part, "Activities affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented
instructicns, procedures or drawings. Ry

Contrary to the above:

*. Procedure STA-602, Revision 0O, "Temporary 'odifications and Bypassing
of Safety Functions," did not require adequate control for temporary
modifications;

. Design contiro]l procedure NDE-201 did not adequately address the
performance of emergency modific-tions; and

. Record retention re_uirements had not been adequately established in
station procedure STA-302, Revision &, in that four Te: 'nical
Specificzation record types were not icentified for retention.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II-D) (445/8431-08)

‘0 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XII, states, in part that measures shall
@ established to assure thit tools, gages, instriments, and other
reasuring and testing devices used in activities affecting quality an
prezcerly controlled, calibrated, and adjusted at specifisd pericds to
maintain accuricy within necessary limits.

CPSES FSAR, Sectien 17.2.12, "Control of Measuring and Test Equipment,”
states in part, ". . . Control for measurirg and test equipment incluce
the transportation, stc .ge, and prote~ticn of equipment.

The Cperation Administrative/QA Plan established the respcnsibilities for
developing and implementirj procedures for ccntrol of measuring and
testing equipment.

Contrary to the above, control and calibrazicn of measuring and testing
eauicment was not adequately established, including assicnments of
responsibility for equipment checkout and transportaticn.

This is a Sevarity Level V Violaticn (Supplement II-0) (242/8431-18)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Usilities Eleciric Ceomeany is
Fereby recuired %o submit to th's office, withia 20 days of the cate of this
Notice, i written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the
corractive stecs which have been taken and the resuits achieved; (2) corrective

steps which will -2 taken to avoid further viclaticns; and (3) the cdate when

-

b

Shd prym
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3. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Critzrion V and FSAR Section 17.2.5, states
in part, "Activities affecting g.ality shall be prescribed by documented
instructions, procedures or draw ngs. o

Contrary éB the above:

. Procedure STA-602, Revision 0, "Temporary Modifications and Bypassing
of Safety Functions," did not require adequate control for temporary
modifications;

. “13ign control procedure NDZ-201 did not adecuately address the
performance of emergency modificaticns; and

. Record retention regquirements had not been acecuztaly established in
station procedure STA-302, Revisicn 4, in that four Technical
Specification record types were not icentified for retention.

This is a Severity Leve! V Viclation (Supnlement II-D) (445/8431-03)

4, 10 CFR 50, Appendix 8, Criterfon XII, s:tates, in part that measures shall
be established to assure that tools, gages, instruments, and other
measuring and testing devices used in activities affecting quality an
properly controlle i, calibrated, and adjusted at specified pericas to
maintain accuracy within necessary limits.

CPSES FSAR, Section 17.2.12, "Control of Measuring and Test Equioment,"
states in part, ". . . Control for measuring and test equipment include
the transportation, storage, and prectecticn of equipment.

The Operation Administrative/QA Plan established the responsibilities for
developing and implementing precadures for cocatrol of measuring anc
testing equipment.

Contrary to the above, control and calibraticn of measuring and testing
squipment was not adequately establishaed, including assignments of
responsibilisy for equipment checkout and transportation.

This is a Severity Level V Violation (Supplement II-C) (443/2431-14)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Utfliities Elactric Cempany is
reredy required %o submit to this office, within 30 cays of the date of this
Netice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the
correcsive staps vhich have been taken and the resuits achieved; (2) corrective
steps which will ba taken to avoid further viciaticns; anc (3) the date when

e — -
— - T s S —
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APPENDIX B
U. S. NUCLEAR RESULATORY CCMMISSICN
REGION IV

NRC Inc¢ a2ction Report: 50-445/84-21

Docket: SJ-445 Constructicn Pernit: C(PPR-128
Licensee: Texas Utilities Electric Company (TUEC)

Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Elactric Station (CPSES), Unit 1

Inspe-tion At: Glen Rose, Texas

Inspection Conducted: August 1-31, 1684

G e ’V/ - =
InSDECtOY‘S: ‘{/ PP Pl s DL 2 R ,'Z// 1 ) X3
. ﬁ. [, Kelley, Senicr Resident Reactor I[nspector Jate’

{fv (SRARI)(paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5 and )

-

! /{/ y ‘\L‘—)VPW ¢2,;‘ -i////l?:l
AQ”’W. F. émith, Resident Reactor inspector (RRI) Date
(

\ (paragraphs 2, 3, 5 and 6)

v

Q,A - ‘ ’ - " &
Approved: XL /?‘ /,.L1kn¢<;“;ff’ ZH1/55
B M. munnicutt, Team Laacer, AL/ lask Force Caze

Inspection Summary

/34=31)

o

Tnspection ceonductad: Augus: 1-31, 1084 (Repors: £0-42

tad: (1) Precceraticnal Test
Results Evaluation; (2) Operational Quality Assurance/Quality Centrol;
(3) Control Room Design Review 3tatus; (4) Precperational Tes: Witnessing; and
(5) Plant Tours. The inspection Tavolved 573 inspector=-hours Sy twe NRC
inspectors and two NRC contract personnel.

Areas Inspacted: Routine, announced inspecticn of:

D aaaraa il




Results: Within the five areas inspected, four violaticns were identified in
two areas (failure to fellow procedures with six examples = paragraphs 3.c and
3.g; failure to provide adequate procedures with three examples =

paragraphs 3.c, 3.d, and 3.h; failure to provide adeguate "Q" material storage
seqregation, paragraph 3.c; and failure to establish requirements for control

and calibration of MATE, paragraph 3.j).




(*1)(*2)

Moorefield, Proced res Clerk

Riley, Records Clerk

Seid], Warehouse Supervisor

Helms, Records Clerk

Holland, Office Assistant

Summers, Reccids Management Specialist

Smith, Administrative Supervisor '

R. Stepp, Receipt Inspector

Coon, Purchasing Coordinator

E. Deviney, Operaticns QA Supervisor

ki1lough, Quality Surveillance Superviser

A. Lamb, Jr., Senior QA Technician/Procurement
Specialist

Maxwell, Quality Control Supervisor

Keeley, Principal Engineer, TUGCO

|
(*1) |
Nuclear Cperations

o FrooOXxoOo9o9—Hr— G 4> C.

w

x

- Franks, Startup Special Projects

(*1) Attenced Meeting on August 20, 1984
(*2) Attended Exit Meeting on August 25, 1984

Preoperational Test Results Evaluation

With the assistance of supslemental inspectors provided by EGLG Tdzho,
Tnc., under contract with the NRC, compieted test packages which nave Deen
azoroved by the Joint Test Group (JIG) were reviewed. At ributes
inspected included assuring the test results were Deing agequately
evaluated, to assure test data met acceptance criteria, and that
csyiations were properly identified and resolved. An evaluation was
cerformed cn the adequacy of the applicant's acministrative practices
with respect to test execution and data evaluatien.

The following completed test ca a packages were inspected:

10P-PT=-37-02, "Condensate Storage and Transfer Systen"

10P-PT=37-02, "Condensate Storage and Transfer System ReDo"
10P-PT-48-02, "Sealwater anc Letdown Flow Parformance”

10P-PT-49-02, RT-1, "Sealwater and Letdown Flow Performance,
Retest~-1"

1CP-PT-49-02, RT-2, "Sealwater and Letcown “low Performance,
Retest-2"

P

1CP-PT-85-01, "Reactor Coolant System Cold dydrostatic Test
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1CP-PT-55~10, ">ressurizer Pressure Contrel System

1CP-PT-64-09  'Safaguards Test Cabinets Direct Actuation
Jperational Test"

CP-PT~64-09, RT-1, "Safeguards Test Cabinets Direct Actuation
Cper .tionai Test, Retest—1"

1CP-PT-74-02, "Incore TC and RTD Cross Calibration"
1CP=-PT-91-01, "Loose Parts Monitori:g System"

The inspector had specific comments on the following completed test
packages:

1CP=-PT=37-02

During the test, the total discharge head (TDH) requirements for the
condensate transfer pump were reduced by a change in the test procedure.
The original reguirements were for the pump to develcp a TOH of 200 feet
(+3%, =C*%) at a flow of 200 gallons per minute (gpm). These requirements
were changed tc 200 feet, (+10 feet, -10 feet) at 200 gpm. The test was
acc.pted with a TOH of 195 feet in the recirculation moce and 158 feet in
the condensate system feed mode. The justification given for the
reduction of TOM reguirements was unclear, and the guestion of degradation
of system performance was not addressed in the completed test package.
The NRC inspector was unable to determine whether acequate system
serfaormance was satisfactorily verified. This item is unresolved

pending further review cduring a subsequent inspecticn (445/8431-01).

12-PT=37-02 Re2o:

srification cf proper cperation of the Condensate Transfer Pump Low

I.' r

Suction Pressure Alarm (AP) 1-XA-2450 was deleted by change No.S froem the
test procedure when it failed to trip. The change stated that the
actuation signal for this alarm was pump cver-current anc not low sucticon
sressure. The tas: verified that the pump will trip on lew sucticn
cressure, as irdicated on the test pressure gage, but there was no
snnunciator in the control roem indicating the event. When tnis part of
-ha test was ccne on Novemger 1, 1382, PA 1-XA-24350 did indicate & low
suction pressure triz. The reason that this feature no longer exists
sheuld be explzined in the test record for the repeatec tast. This 1s an

unresolved iter pencing further review during a subsegquent inspection
(445/8431-02).

10P-PT-85-01

Paragraph 7.3.13 of the test procedure requires the weld inspecticr
: e NEE
ion 1,49

cccumentat rackace to De attached to the test procedure. .ne
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inspector reviewed this package and fcund no documentation of specific
welds inspected, but rather, several cne-line system diagrams highlighted
(but not signed) to show the boundaries that might have been subjected to
test pressure, a computerized line list by system, and a signoff sheet
indicating that acceptance criteria cf the test had been met. This
package does not define what welds wer2 inspected. This is an unresolved
item pending further review during a subsequent inspection (445/8431-03).

No violations or deviations were identified.

3. Review of the Operations Quality Assurance Program

a. Quality Assurance (CA)/Quality Control (QC) Administration

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to determine
whether the applicant had: (1) cefined the scepe and applicadility of
the QA program; (2) established appropriate controls for preparation,
review, and approval of quality related preccedures; and

(3) established a mechanism for reviewing and evaluating the CA
pregram.

The inspectors reviewed the applicant's written preogram for
administration and control of guality related ectivities as described
in:

0 The licensee's Corporate Quality Assurance Program

) Proposed Technical Specifications, Section 6,
"Administrative Controls" (Final QOraft)

0 Final Safety Analysis Raport (F3AR), Chapter 13,
"Concuct of Operations" anc Chapter 17.2,"Quality
Assurance During the Operaticns Phase"

] Comanche Peak Steam Electric S:zatieon (CPSES)
"Operations Acministrative Contrel and Quality
Assurance Plan" (QAC/CAP)

) CPSES Operations Quality Assurance Prcocadure QPM=003,
Revision 1, "Review of Procedures, Instructions and
Plans"

) QeM-006, Revision 0, "Quality Assurance Trending"

) QPM-011, Revision 0, "Preparation, Review, Approval
and Revision of Quality Instructicns"




CPSES Station Administrative Procedure STA-101,
Revisien 1, “CPSES Organization"

0 STA-201, Revision 8, "Preparation Responsibility ani
Content of Station Manuals"

0 $TA-2C2, Revision 9, "Preparation, Review, Approval
and Revision of Station Procedures”

) STA=204, Revision 1, "Tempurary Procedures’

0 STA-205, Revision 3, "Temporary Changes to
Procedures"

0 STA-209, Revision 1, "Preparation, Review, Approval
and Revisi.n of Statien Instructions"

) STA-401, Revision 6, "Station Operations Review
Committee" (SORC)

0 STA-404, Revision 1, "Control of Deficiencies"

° STA-405, Revision 6, "Control of Nen=-conforming
Materials"

) STA-406, Revision 2, "Corrective Acticn"

) STA-412, Revision 2, "Quality Control Inspecticn
Pregram"

0 STA-707, Revisio~ 1, "Safety Evaluatiens"
0 SORC Meeting Minutes - 1984

9 Selected corrective action reqlests (CARs)
e Selected ceficiency regorts (ORs)

0 Seleced ncnconformance reserts (NCRs)

0 Safety evaluations associated with procedures and
prececdure changes

) Selected procedure/revision approval forms
(STA-202-1)

] Selected procadure revision formg.(STA-ZCZ-Z)

0 . lected :uality assurance secticn

. ocedure/instruction review sheets (QFM-CO3-1)




] Selected results engineering procedure review

o records

The NRC inspector conducted a review of the applicant's quality
programs tor CPSES and held interviews wit . key personnel. The
written program for control of operaticnal activities at CPSES was
gen rally mature and settled ~Many operational programs 1ike the
operational modification control program were being tried and tested
s0 that they could be revised well bafore licensing. Revisions to
the written program were being developed in an ‘orderly and systematic

fashion.

There was evidence of substantial involvement by Texas Utilities
Generating Company (TUGCO) upper management in CPSES operational
activities. This evidence was found in the distribution of key reports,
the detail d nature of uch reports, ard the cuestions and respcnses
by upper managers to information contained in the reports. Several of
these managers, though normally stationed at the Dallas corporate
headauarters, spend large fractions of their time at CPSES. The

TUGCO President was on the station each Saturday morning for staff
meetings and briefings on progress of construction, testing and
preparation for operations. Additionally, the contractcr inspactor
conducted a general inspection of all plant areas, including
containment, auxiliary building, turbine building and yard areas.
There was heavy emphasis on housekeeping and cleanliness in Unit 1.
Areas were brightly lighted, freshly painted,and were free of dust,
debris and graffiti. The overall appearance of the Unit reflected
substantial pride in the staticn on all Tevels of perscanei.

The review c¢f the QA/QC program administration for operations
revealed five specific weaknesses:

(1) Safety Evaluations Assccizted with Proced. -es

The appliicant's process for developirg and revising procadures
had several apparent deficiencies when compared to ine
reguirements of 10 CFR 50.59, a section of HRC regulaticns that
will agply after issuance of the facility cperating license.
For example:

(a) STA-707 specified how sarfety evaluationg were to De
\ aerfornnd documented,

-
é( procecures, procedure CPen"ES and facility medificatisons.

The appiicabilfty section of STA-707 restricted the
oreparation of safety evaluations fer proccecures Dy
stating, "Prior to the receipt of an cperating 1ifeﬁse,
this procecure beccmes affective when wss;ed only for

\ Surveillance Test Procedures and Cesign Modifications." As
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FFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
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CTION

Licensee: Florida Power and Light Company
Turkey Point Plant, Units 3 and 4
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251

Subject: PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTY - $25,000

This is to inform the Commission that a Notice of Violation and Proposed
sition of Civil Penalty in the amount of Twenty-five Thousend Dollars

ugo 1 be {ssued on or about February 28, 1985 to Flcrida Power and Light

ompany. This action is based on one violaticn which is categorized as

a Severity Level III violation. The violation identifies a failure to

maintain operability of the Intake Cooling Kater system as required by the

facility Technical Specifications and the failure to adhere to administrative

control requirements and procedures. (

The Notice also includes three other vicolations which were categorized as
three separate Severi tions. These violations involved:

(1) two examples in question evaluations in accordance
_of 10 CFR 50.59 we
of the failure to mee

ot conducted, (2) several examples
cation requirements for equipment operability,
and (3) several examples of the failure of the Plant Nuclear Safety Review Committee
to detect potential safety hazards.

It should be noted that the licensee has not been specifically informed of the
enforcement action. The Regional Administrator has been authorized by the
Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement to sign this action. The
schedule of {ssuance and notification is:

Mailing of Notice February 28, 1985
Telephone Notification of Licensee February 28, 1985

s been prepared and will be issued about the time the
s the Notice. The State of Florida will be notified.

/'The Ticens s thirty days from the date of the Notice in which to respond.
Following ARC evaluation of the response, the civil penalty may be remitted,

‘—j;jw imposed by Order
¢ ach, 1E 24766 J. Axelrad, IE 24909
/ &15 tion:
———{Stree | MXBB Phill1ps EW Willste
/ Chairwax ~alladino EDO NRR IE NMSS
'/ Comm. Réberts . DED/ROGR 0IA RES
. Asselstine PA 01
. Bernthal ELD AEQD
. Zech | .
s
[ Air Rights Regional Offices MAIL
CA sP RI RIV ADM: Doc. Mgt. Br.

RIIT RV T POR

PE L
Legpegrrters 49T RITT

PRELIMINARY INFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE UNTIL FEBRUARY 28, 198S.
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a resul ., many other sr:ceéi;es ad beenVprepared, issued

and revised without an accompanying safety evaluation and

~
-l -

cdetermination O0f whecher CF T , ! ewed safety
guestion existed as definad in 10 CFR 50.59. Categories of
procedures not having safety evaluations included all \

System Operating Procedures (50”s), all Abnormal Conditions
Procec:res (ABNs), all but cne Integrated Plant Cperating
Procedures (IPOs), all c and F series procedures in the

’ Emergency Response Guideline Manual, and all but cne Q
Station Administrative Procedures (STAs).

Rgyision 9 to STA-202, which was effective on August 2,
84, added requireme .ts to perform safety evaluations on

11 safety-related procedures and revisions thereto.

Ny
However, this would not ensure compliance with -
10 CFR 30.59, which requires such evaluaticns-of changes %o
P ures as described in the FSAR (emphasis added) which %

/‘s clude non-safety related-procedures.

——

(¢) Safety evaJuations for 25 surveillance procedures, 1 IFC
and 1 STA were reviewed by the NRC insp:cter and were feund

‘/v to be inadeguate, in that the safety evaluations lacked th S
Mritten basis for the unreviewed saftety questicn 1
%6 ™ ‘Ll cdetermination reguired by 10 CFR 50.53. The evaluatiens !_(
merely contained a statement of the conclusion that an ~

PJ /./’“/ unreviewed safety question did not exist.
/"” / (d) STA-205, section 4.1.4, stated, "All temporary procecure

changes implemented in accordance with this procedure
' /r&/ . . Co not require safety evaluations due to the intent

: (4 §
? o #of the procedure noct changing and qualj surance-—— D)
: y/ requirements nct being diminished." uidance could
. M be found in the applicant's written program suggesting how
| V‘"" * sersonrel might determine if a preocecure's intent were (
: _ w V‘/ changed. 10 CFR_50.59 makes no reference t3 the intent of 5
5 pV‘ﬁ Y 7% a procedure, nor does 1% celete L2 requiremenss JOr &L -
§ 4 fv’( unreéviewed safecty gu-stion determinggion Tor fsmnorary
{ changes. e e SR R :2

Although the abova u
for grocedures have I ! at
issuance of the CPSES facilizy cperating license (becaus2

! ~ 50.59 will ot-apply.until _that-time),-the applicant wouic De i
| Sinssart non-compliance, if tnz license were fssuad with the

weaknesses left uncorrected. %

i " : I
n S ,' . .
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(2) Stazion Operating Review Committee (SCRC) Activities m

SOR. activities were described in STA-401 and in progoss
Tecrnical Specifications (TS) Section 6.5.1. Although,
wil®

interviews with SORC members acd 3 review of SORC records ‘,,//
(% P
revealed the following 6’ . R

(o)

D v (L

he
not be effective until issuance of the facilizy license,

thn

LIS

outsic FOr instance,
uperintencent, a member, apnroved safety
evaluations on behalf of the SORC outside cf the committee
meetings. Coincicentally, this approval was part of his
normal job as Enginesring Superintendent. Effactively, he
was acting s a SORC subccmmittee of one for review of
safety evaluations. STA-401 did not describe this de facto
subcommittee, nor did it describe the SORC's oversight and
control of this subcommittee. SORC meeting minutes stated
that the SORC reviewed lists of safety evaluations approved
since the last regular SCRC meeting. The lists merely
contained the surveillance procedure numders for which
safety evaluations had oeen prepared. The lists did not
contain any other informaticn about the safety evaluatien,
nor did the SORC appear to have reviewad the safesty
evaluations, while in session, which will be a TS
requirement upon licensing.

SORC review of procedures and procedure changes was
conducted in a fashion scmewhat similar to (a) above,
althouagh these documents were routed indivicually to SCRC
member: for review, comment, or concurrence using

Form STA-202-1. A review of these forms and associcted
comment sheets showad that many procecures received
considerable review and ccmment and were at times subjected
to multiple submitals and revision prior to approval. TQLs
eptire precess, including final SCRC approval, ‘Soialase
Tds of committes meetings exgept in rare instances when
bstantial Tsagreement necessitatsd

liberaticn as a group. The SCPC meetin
flected that the SORC zs a collective becy reviewed lists
of procecures and instructions approved since ihz Tast
regular meeting. These lists consisted of proczdure &
ipstroesiqn aumbers. and :iglgg,,/fﬁg?g"ffa'ﬁo. FERE
any mechenism to ensure that all SORC memders were
aware of comments ard resglutigns.of capmanis 2202
cther SCRC_memd The current method of SCRC review 2
roval of procedures is such that & givan preocacure could
@ changes that the first memDer who

~

-
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nar
PEN exgansi or change in szcpe of tre CAC/CAP. his matte
%oen item)penaing further review in a subDsequent inspect

- C Ju-a"“’).

R R S
e s e

sRC ‘ '

ap ~oved it had never seen. Thus he won't recognize the
impact on his area of responsibility until the procedure is
published and impler ented.

(c) Interviews with SCRC memders revealed that many members had
a poor understanding of the applicability and requirements /

of 10 CFR 50.59 and of the meaning of an unreviewed safety
uestion. —~—~,_____________z”//

Limited Scope for the Operaticns Administrative Control
and Quality Assurance Plan (CAC/CAP)

The OA./QAP was written to describe qualjty-related program
controls applicable to Texas Utilities Ganerating Company
(TUGCO) Nuclear Operations. Included within TUGCO Nuclear
Operations was the CPSES plant organization, hc ever, several
different TUGCO corporate organiz:tions that were cutsice of
uclear Cperations performed nuclear quclity-related activities,
lacluded were TUGCO Nuclear Engineering (TNE), Dallas QA,

clear Fuels, Licensing and P rchasing. These organizations

were governed by the FSAR, and Dy the %g:ggna;s—&eali:y
Agi%:gn;n_acpgram which was a brief and general document. The
1imTted scopa of the OAC/QAP was particularly awkward in the
case of design centrol in that the OAC/QAP section 8.1 placed
requirements on the predecessor organization to the TNE, Taxas
Utilities Services, Inc., even though that organization was
cutside the scope of the pian, as well as TNE.

Another factor potentially leading to confusion about the scop
and applicability of CAC/QA? regquirements invoived the terms
“safety related,"” "imporzant to safety" and "quality related".
These terms were not cefined in the OAC/QAP but were used
throughout the plan in such a manner that they Qo

' eted differently.” Interviews witn the Oparation

Assurznce Suparvisor indicated that he had a ¢lear{notion)or
shese terms cdiffered and were t2 be agplied to CPSE moNeYEr,
his concention had not Deen explicitly stated in the CAC/CAP arnd
thus could not be consissently reflected in cther poriions of
the licensee's written p~ogram. Thus, ¢ e is a need TOor an
) > > T =
ini “ar s an
ion

Tastructicns and Procecdures

The applicant had cdevelced two orincipal categories of docume~ts
to control activities, iastructions and pgrocadures. Interviews
with applicant perscane! revealed that fnstructions were intenced
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y% to apply to a tivities that were narrow in scope arz dic nect ’
J _ affect other departments. For instance, steps necessary to
5 crib i f

/fw )} an instruction. Instructions had simpler review ard approv
( precesses than procedures. Signific.ntly, SORC review and
approval of instructions was not reguired by STA-2(3,
\ ! "Preparation Review, Approval and Revision of Station
L Instructions".

e

calibrate a radiaticn datection instrument might Se descr

In practice this concept did not prove to be simple, becausz
) some instructions affected mcre than one department and were
t.en required toc receive cross departmental review and
concurrence. STA-209 was internally incpnsistant in
paragraph 4.1 stated, "Instructions shall be unigue t
particular department or section," while paragraph 2.2.
required concurrence from another department or sa2ction when
affected by the instruction. This ambiguous distinction
between procedures and instructions was consicered a prograp

N O ot

at
a
4

5) QA Stop kork and Resclution of Disputas ",—-

The applicant's written pregram clearly stated thosa persaggel

wrlu™

i

n
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within operations QA who possessed stop work authority. “cwever,,-“’“‘ftt

the stop work process, including notificatieon, ccntrels and
& proval for restart, was not cascriz:d. Interviews revezied
that upper level personnel had a clear pict re on how specific

place. The lack of a written descriptign of the stpp wark

oL internzi letters would be used to control si0p work or to
| . resolve disputes. Hewever, interviews with lower lavel perscnne
FF’ ‘ (%}n" presented a less clear picture on how such processes might take

-
o

process was considered

a

o)

0

he inspectors reviewed the licensee's written cescriptian of tha QA
udit program as cescribed in:

Preposed Technical Specifications, Secticn 6.5.2.8 (final draft)

FSAR, Secticn 17.2.18

Dallas Quality Procedure OQP-CS-4, Revision 13,
"pracedure to Establish and Apply a System of
Pre-Award Evaluations, Aucits anc Surveillances”




0QP-CS-7, Revision 5, "Corrective Action"

Dailas Quality Instruction 0OQI-CS-4.6, Revision 7,
nd S

“"Conduct of Intarnal, Prime and Subcontracter

Audits"

0QI-CS=4.2, Revision 2, "Audits of Technical
Specifications Compliance"

Operations Review Committee Manual

) Current Audit Plans and Schedules

0 Selected Audit Reports, Deficiencies, Checklists and
Responses

) CPSES Station Administrative Prccedure STA-402,
Revision 5, "Station Quality Surveillance Program"

0 Selected Quality Surveillance Checklists, Schecules,
Worksheets, Reports and Respenses
w (A significant strength)in the applicant's cperations quality program
_‘1/Lp‘ Was the Quality Surveillance. This program has teen uncer

cevelcpment and evelution for several y2ars and empnasiz:d direct
‘1>jr cbservation of activities as well as programmatic and recerds
: ,,“dpﬁ’ examinations. Surveillance checklists and worksheets provicad
i .f detailed ‘guidance to the QA Technicians conducting surveillances. e
5 5 Surveillance reports contained cetailed cescripiions of the resuit
}/v” of the surveillance and were widely distriduted tc xa2y station and

/3
‘ﬁu,/ corpqrate managers. This program went well ;eygnc TS and rec;Ya: ry ‘—_,,——"'
r)' X requirements and should gr2atiy ennance tne agplicant's oversignt and

/ control of CPSES operaticnal activities.
(:;““Jé” (. A review of the applicant's written program revealed that the
, applicant had established and begun to imalement an coerztionz] guaiity
‘4.,.!“"}; ,& assurance audit pregram. Audit plan and schedules reflectec an
| increased emphasis on operational aucits with a ghasad cregram 10
""' arsure idecuate audit coverage for all required TS Sscifon 8.3.2.2
1 audits by the time of facility licansing.
P Y //A reviey of completed audit files for audits of cperazicnal
Vbj acsivities conducted in 1884 showsd aucdit checklists to be clear
,6' and detailed and the cerresgending reperts contained generally
/1/ P“ﬁﬁas nosewarsny deficienctzs and comments. Resoonsas to daficiencies
+o be thorouzh and timely. Two fsolated acministra-ifve
were ocbserved 1n & reviaw cf tan audit reports an: thres

qudit files:




t (a) The audit plan was missing from the file for audit TUG-51.
’ A copy of this plan was retrieved from other applicant files
within one day.

. v ) In the same audit, the audito. failed to document sample
',xﬁ”“ sizes selected for checklist attributes requiring sampling.
’/1L~. eSample -size re documented in all other checklist
| ) u,,a””’ ned. Aeview results and interviews conducted by the
; /,.0’/ irspe~tor reflected QA management's emphasis on record
g f;go completeness and cn the need for sample data as an input to

o~ their QA trending program, thus « 2tection of this isolated
cumentation failure is of no generic significance. -

o |

Q‘\"M/qu

The cbjective of this portion of the inspection was to ascertii!
whether the applicant had developed a program to control maintenance
activities that conformed to regulatory requirements, commitments,

: ,’/bs industry guides, and standards. Particular attention was directed
( : toward procedures and methods of handling safety related maintenarce

M actions. Both preventive and corrective maintenance procecures and
AV' methods were reviewed. The inspection included reviews of procslures
4? . and records, personnel interviews, a maintenance drill, facility
' inspections and reviews of in-progress maintenance work. Personnel

contacted included representation from all levels of the maintenance
oerganization.

The inspectors reviewed the applicant's written cescription of the
maintenance program as descrited in the following documents:

0 CPSES Operations Administrative Control and Quality
! Assurance Plan

0 CPSES FSAR, Chapter 17

0 MDA-101, Revision 0, "Maintenance Cepartment
Crganization and Responsibilities”
: ) MDA=102, Revision 0, "Conduct of Mzintenance"
: 0 MDA-103, Revision 4, "MAR Processing - Mcintenance

] Qepartment”

0 MDA-10S, Revision 0, "Control of Mainterarce

Contractors"
i 0 MDA-201, Revision 3, "Electrical and Mechanical
Maintenance Procedures 2ncd Instructions"
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MDA-301, Revision 4, "Preventive Maintenance
drogran"

ZDA-308, Revision 0, "Control of Protective Relay
Settings"

STA-602, Revision 0, "Temporary Modifications anc
Bypassing of Safety Functicns"”

STA-605, Revision 3, "Clearance and Safety Tagging”
STA-606, Revisicn 3, "Maintenance Action Requests”
STA-607, Revision 5, "Housekeeping Control”

§TA-612, Revision 0, "Cleanness Control"

The following cbservations were made by the NRC inspectors in the
area of maintenance:

(1) A maintenance drill was cc'ducted that incluced 3 cosrdirated

effort between two NRC inspectors to ~xamine activities in the
areas of maintenance, maintenance planning, documentation,
records, procurement and quality control inspections. The drill
was designed to exercise both Electrical and Mechanical
Maintenance Departments in addition to personnel witnin the
Technical Support, Procurement, and Qualfty Cor.rol Departments.
A containment spray heat exchanger outlet valve was simulated %0
haye failed tc properly stroke during operaticn and subseguent
investigation would reveal damaged motor insulation. Measuring
the motor winding resistance to ground would incicate zeru resistance;
and the valve stem was also simulatad to be badly scored with
extruded packing. ~ The walk thrcugh involved ciscevery Oy tre
Shift Supervisor and initiation of all necessary cocumentaticn
to accemplish the investigaticn and repair, ccumentation
developed inciuced the follcwing:

] Preparaticn of an electrical Maintenance Acticr
Request (MAR).

3 Preparation of a supplemental mechanical MAR.

2 Preparation of Quality Ceontrol inspection reperis.

3 Use of procedures neeced to troubleshoot anc raczair,

0 Reference to drawings.
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0 Use of Clearances.
0 Use of MAR adcerzums.
o Entries in the MiR leg.

0 Requisiticn on Furchasing Department (form
PUR-001-1).

0 Reference to supopliers guality assurance
requirements anc certificate of conformance.

0 Use of nameplate data form.

0 Preparation of a comoonent items QA code
classification evaluation (ECA-103- ).

The following ite s were appended to the drill MAR that was
prepared for NRC inscecter review:

0 Quality Contra’ fnspecticn report

() EMI-807, Revisicn 0, "MOV's/MOO's Limit and Torgue
Switch Adjuistments"

0 EMI-203, Revisicn 0, "Cable Termination and Splices"
) ELM=-201, Revisica 0, "Magger and Hi-Pot Testing"

o Motor Operated Valve 1-HV-4777 drawing 2323-EI1-0049,
sheet 12, Revisicn 7

Only Mainter:nce Cepartment related ftems observed by the
inspectors are addressed in this saction of the report. [tems
relating to Procurement will be addressed in section 3.f of
this report.

When the NRC inspectcr reviewsd the drill MAR, the follewing
deficiencies were notacd:

0 The specificaticn for moter horsepcwer listed on the
controlled drawing was cifferent from the indicated
hersepower on tr2 mozar nameplate.

o} The MAR did not reference appropriate vender technical
manuals for remcval and reinstallaticn of the motor.
A check of the cocumen: library indicated that thes2 manuals
were availabla. :
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0 The MAR package did not reference any t:rgus
specifications for installation of the —ater on the
operator.

o The MAR required the use of a new qualisy related
gasket. No specifications were referenc:id, nor was any
documentation prepared to obtain the recuired gasket.

In addition to tk2 drill MAR, the following completed

actual MARs were reyviswed:

84-2017 Safety Re ated
84-1677 Voided

84-1516 Safety Related
£4-1403 Safety Related
84-1427 Non-safety
84-0976 Safety Related
84-0978 Safety Related
84-2019 Safety Related
84-1732 Non=-safety
84-1025 Safety Relatad

Ouring the review, the fcllowing significant deficiencias we
noted with MAR 84-1403:

o The copy of safety related procedure, ZiM=-302, Revisic
"480V Afr Circuit Breaker Inspecticon”, tnat was aduerc
the MAR, had pen and in: changes to the zlesing ccil
settings in Secticn 6.0, "Acceptance Criteria”. A
controlled copy of ZLM=-3C2, Revisicn C, signtad in the
vault did not reflect tnese changes. Tre changas acpearsd
to hayve been macde to make the procsdure maten tne
information on the cata sheet usad to rezerd tha voltagss

(Attachment 2 toc E'M-302). A Review of the Tampcrary
Change ch indicated that the tempcrary charge prececure,
STA-203, Ravision 2 was not usad t0 ma«e the change.
failure to use STA-205 was noted by p.a*: Gualisy Centrel
personnel and a Discrecancy Report was “ssued. However,
~arrective acticn on the Cistrecancy Razort was fnacecguat
in that it reccmmenced no corrective acticn since ine
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(3)

procedure was being changed to an instruction. Alsc, there
was no apparent technical consideration given to the
disparity between the approved vol.age setting and the

value found on the data sheet. This change is an exampie of
failure to follow procedures and is in violation of

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria V, and FSAR Sectien 17.2.5
(445/8431-05a). !

) The trip coil and close coil voltages on Attachment 2 of
ELM=-302 appended to the same MAR appeared to have been
reversed when they were entered causing cne of them to be
cutside the acceptance criteria. This inconsistency went
undetected in the review process by both the electrical
supervisor and Results Engineering personnel. This
oversight is a second example of failure to foilow procedure
(445/8431-0%b).

0 The CPSES Protective Relay Settings (480V Safeguard Suses)
Section 8.2 appended to the same MAR had pen and ink
changes to the instantanecus trip settings with no apparent
a.thority or basis. These changes are a third example ¢f
failure to follcy procedure (445/8431-C3¢).

Twe minor “efi-iencies were noted:

0 Cross-outs were not inftialed on Startup Work
Authorization #21269 that was appenced to MAR 84-2017.

o The classication section of MAR 84-1316 was not fillecd
o . (i.e. emergency, 25 hcur, regular, etc.).

Correction of t+» above minor MAR deficiencies shall be
considered an unresolved item pending review cduring a
subsequent inspection (445/8431-06). f

Iy'
Direct cbsarvation of safety relzted maintenance in grogress was
nerfermed by the NRC fnspectors in the following areas:

(a) Ofsassemdly of a Unit 2 Auxiliary Feed Pump

() Cleaning and preparaticn of Unit 1 reacter vessel
head bolts.

(¢) Cleaning and preparaticn of steam generatir manvay
cover bolts

Maintenance personnel appeared to be knowledgaaple and well
trained. They were utilizing procedures and were follewing
ss+ablished maintenance standarcs. Quality Control perscnnel
were on staticn and appeired to be performing required
inspecticns. Measuri~g and test equipment, straps, hoists and
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tools appeared to be proper for the intended functions and
within calibration intervals.

During a walk through of the maintenance building, the NRC
inspecto~ noted that non-quality and quality related material
were both stored together in "Q" material-hold areas. This
includes two specific areas; one area in the maintenance shop
that contained diesel engine heads and another area adjacent to
the tool crib. This practice is not in accordance with FSAR,
Section 17.2.8, and is in violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion VIII. (445/8431-07).

During a review of the Maintenance Program described by CPSES
procedures and instructions three deficiencies were noted:

0 STA-606, Revision 3, "Maintenance Action Requests" and
MDA-103, Revision 4, "MAR Processing - Maintenance
Cepartment" did not require the same level of supervisory
review for a change to the MAR as was required for the
original MAR.

Note 2 under paragraph 4.1.5.2 of MDA-103,and the note
under paragraph 4.2.2.3 of STA-606 both state, "If at any
time prior to or during performance of the work, it becomes
necessary to revise the work instructions on safety-related
MARs, the responsible section shall r ke the change and
notify QC so they can initial the change and revise
applicable Inspection Reports."

This practice could permit modification of a MAR that would
need a welding and burning permit not previousiy required,
or change clearance requirements, without being rerouted
through the Shift Supervisor; or change the radiological
considerations without being rerouted through health
physics superyv'sory personnel. Also this practice is not
consistent with Section 6.5.3.1 of the Technical
Specifications, nor does it satisfy the intent of

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI.

0 Troubleshoc:ing guidance contained in MDA-103, Revisicn 4,
sections 3.12 and 4.4, were inadequate.

Section 4.4 stated that "if a procecure or instriction
exists, that procecdure or instructicn shall be us:zd where
applicable . . ." It ¢id not address what the recuirements
were if a procedure or instruction did not exist %o perfarm
the troubleshooting. This guidance could inciude
preparaticn of work frnstructions, reference to vendor
techrnical manuals, incustry standards and coces, use of
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since it permitted staff familiarization with the medificaticn
program prior to facility licensing.

Three different organizaticns participated in operztional design
development and implementation:

0 CP"ES Engineering Department, using station and engineering
department acainistrative procedures (STAs and ECAs
respectively). '

¢ Nuclear Operations Technical Support Engineering, using Nuclear
Operations Engineering Procedures (NQOEs).

0 TNE, using TNE procedures.

The latter two organizations were corporate engineering groups, but
were physically located at the station.

The CPSES Engineering Department's responsibilities for medifications
were prir rily limit d to initiaticn of modification requests and
installation of ccmpl eted modification packages. Technical Support
Engineering had developed procedures for development and centrol of
detailed cesign packages, but was limited in staff sc that it
performed detail design work primarily on minor medifications. Major
modifications were normally sent by Technical Support Engineering to
TNE, with possible assistance from a contract engineering firm. TNE
was staffed with about 170 engineers, draftsmen and support perscnnel
and retained responsibility for design support for constructicn
activities at CPSES.

The NRC inspectors conducted a review of TUGCO's cperaticnal cesign
change program. Their progress in developing and controlling a
Q-1ist describing quality and safety levels for CPSES eguipment
appeared to be adequate. The list had been develcped to both the
system and component level, and a major effort was undarway t2 refine
the computerized Q-1ist to the part level. Informaticn on the Q=11st

included:

0 General information including component tag rumber, unit,
system, description and refarence documents

0 Safety Class
0 Crmpeonent Functicn Mcce

0 Critical Safety Functions

) Basic QA Requirements Level ’
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0 In-Service Testing Requirements

) NPRDS Report Code
0 Sustantiation for decisions made or opinions rendered for
each of the items listed above

0 Documentation of all references and resources used to make
decisions

Controls were established to ensure the list remained accurate as the
facility was modified. [ .ailed training was conducted for numerous
users of the list. A feedback system was available to allow plant
personnel to initiate changes to the Q-list.

Three weakne-ses were identified in the operational design control
program, as described below:

(1) Although the station Engineering Department was responsible for
implementation of completed modification packages, the STAs and
EDAs did not address prereguisites for turnover of installed
modifications to Platt Operations. Such prerequisites included:

(a) Drawing Update

(b) Procedure ":vision

(¢) Training

(d) Test Deficizncy Resolutic.
(e) Spare Parts Considerations

Interviews revealad that station managers were aware cf the need
to consider these prerequisites, but no action had Been taken

as of the end of the inspaction. This matter is an unresolved
item pending further review during a subsequent inspection
(445/8431-09).

(2) Similarly, the STAs and EDAs did not address procedures 10 be
eccomplished when performing emergency modifications. Fowever,
NOE-201 did address processing of emergency mecdifications Dy
Technical Support Engineering, but lacked & ccmplete description
of the contents of a "limited final design oackage". Fer
instance, no menticn was mace of a requirement %o perferm a
safety evaluation of the emergency modification or for the
Stations Operations Review Committee (SCRC) to verify the
shsence of an unreviewed safety question prior to installation.
This is a second example of fnadequate procadures and is a
viglation Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 (445/8431-082).

(3) The intended practice for processing cf nonsafety related
medifications was not fully cescribed in the NOEs. Interviews
revealed differing views ameng Technical Suoport perscnnel as to
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how nonsafety-related modifications should be processed. OCne
manager felt that alil nonsafety-related modifications would be
processed identically to safety related modifications while
another felt that certain aspects of design control could be
relaxed for nonsafety-related modifications.

Surveillance Testing and Calibration Control

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to ascertain
whether the applicant had cdeveloped programs for the control and
evaluation of surveillance testing, caiibration, and inspection as
required by the Technical Specifications (TS) and for the calibration
of quality-related instrumentation not specifically addressed by a TS
surveillance. The applicant's surveillance and calibration programs
were described in the following station procedures:

0 STA-101, Revision 1, "CPSES Organization"
0 STA-406, Revision 2, "Corrective Action"
0 STA-504, Revision 1, "Problem Report"

0 STA-608, Revision 5, "Control of Measuring and Test
Equipment"

0 STA-702, Revision 3, "Surveillance Test Program"
0 STA=-703, Revisfon 0, "Inservice Inspection Program"
) STA-707, Revision 1, "Safety Evaluations"

o TRA-305, Revision 2, "Results Engineering Section Training
Program"

0 MDA-305, Revisien 1, "Inservice Inspection Program"

During the review of the surveillance and calibration pregram the
following deficiences were noted:

0 There was no master surveillance sc-edule reflecting the status
of all planned in-plant surveillance testing as required Dy the
FSAR, section 13.5.2.2.5.

The program for scheduling surveillance testing at CPSES was
fragmented with no cne ind‘vicuzl or department totally
responsible for all scheduling. Surveillances with
periodicities of greater than 7 cays were the scheduling
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respoensibility of the Results Engineering Department. That
department had a comprehensive computerized scnedule that was
made up from the Master Sirveillance Test List (M3TL) which was
a listing of all surveillances required by the TS.

Surveillances which had pericdicities of 7 days or less were
required to be scheduled by departments responsible. STA-702,
Revision 3, required a method for 'scheduling and ensuring
completion of mode change limiting tests as well as a weekly or -
more frequent test. Oepartment procedures did not specify how
this was to be accomplished nor what methods for scheduiing were
to be used.

0 Operaticns department had no schedule for surveiilances.

0 Instrumentation and Control had no schedule for mode
change limiting surveillance testing.

0 Changes to surveillance requirements were not being requested in
writing to the Results Engineer as required by STA-702,
Revision 3, Surveillance Test Program, paragraph 4.2.3. There
was no form or attachment to the procedure which would
facilitate requesting changes in writing.

A few isolated minor administrative problems were noted during
the review of completed surveillances stored im the vault:

) Surveillances conducted on source checks in 1582 and 1983 ware
rot always reviewed by Results Engineering. The problem was
corrected by using a red stamp as an interim fix and then by a
procedure revision in early 1984.

0 A surveillance of safety-related station batteries ccnducted on
March 21, 1984, on battery CP1-EPSTED-0l had no Maintenance
Action Request number filled in.

0 The above surveillance of safety-related batteries was
initialed as raviewed on 3/27/84 but not signed as being
reviewed by a qualified Results Engineer until approximately
4 months later.

o Acceptance criteria for battery surveillances was generally

listed on data sheets, Attachments 3, 5, and 7 to EMP-701,
Revision 0. Attachment 7 did not have acceptance criteria for
battery specific gravity on the data saeet. The >rocedu-e did
contain the acceptanca criteria in the text.

During the review of the calibration program, one deffciency was
noted in that the calibraticn program for the Meter and Relay group
was not implemented in accordance with staticn procedures. Meter
and Relay process instrumentaticn comprising about 1462 Tine items
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were in the process of being lcaded into the MODS computer system.
Scheduling and overdue-for zalibration information was not presently
available for this equipmen= from the MODS system. A manual system
was being maintained to provide this information but was not
described by plant proceduras.

Correction of deficiencies described above in the control of
surveillance testing and calibration as required by the license is
considered an open item pending review during a subsequent inspecticn
(445/8421-10).

Procurement Control

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to determine
whether the applicant had developed a program to control procuremant
activities in conformance with regulatory requirements, commitments,
and industry guide; and standards.

The inspectors reviewed the applicant's written program for contrel of
procurement activities as described in:

0 CPSES FSAR Secticn 13.5.2.2.6 Material Control Procecures

0 CPSES Operations Administrative Control and Quality
Assurance Plan

PUR-001, Revision 7, "Requisition of Direct Charge [tems"
PUR-002, Revision "Requisition of Stores Items"

PUR-004, Revision "Refurbishable Stores Items"

PUR-005, Revisien "Requisition of Petty Cash Items"

PUR-006, Revision 0, "Transfer of Material, Parts or
Components from CPSES Construction to Operations Stores
Inventery/Capital Equioment"

EDA-103, Revisicn 1, "Assigrment of Quality Assurance
Procurement Coces"

DQP-CS-2, Revision 6, "Procursment"

DQP-CS-4, Revisicn 10, "Procedure to Establish and Apply A
System ¢f Pre-award Evaluaticns, Audits, and
Surveillances"

0QI-CS-4.2, Revision 3, "Generating and Maintaining the
TUGCO Approved Venders List"
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0 DQI-CS-4.3, Revision 4, "Vendor Performance Evaluation
System"

) DQI-CS=-4.4, Revision 5, "Conduct of Vendor Prz-Award
Surveys"

0 DQI-CS-4.5, Revision 7, "Conduct cf Vendor Audits"
° 0QP-CS-12, Revision 1, "Vendor Evaluaticn Methods"

Procurement activities affected several departments at CPSES. To
assist in gaining a clear perception of procurement procedures,
activities, and compliance with applicable instructions, a
situational walkthrough was initiated by the inspectors as part of
the maintenance drill described in paragraph 3.c.(l) above.

During preparation and processing of the MAR drill documentaticn,
responsible perscnnel were interviewed concerning their
responsiblities, duties, and applicable procedural technigues.
Qualification records and training were also reviewed for the persons
performing the simulation. While conducting the simulation, the
following observations were made in the area of procurement:

(1) PUR-001, paragrach 4.2, states. "A routing slip should be
prepared and attached to the requisiticn. . M A routing slip
was not attached to the drill requisition. It was noted that
the requisitions included the appropriate routing as a part of
the printed matter, which was executed correctly per procedure.
PUR-001 requires revision to reflect the methed in use.

(2) The CPSES Purchasing Manual Procedure Index listed the title of
PUR-004, Revision 0, as "Repairable Stores Items," whereas the
procedure title was "Refurbishable Stores Items".

(3) PUR-COl did not directly make reference to the reguirements of
10 CFR 21, "Reperting of Cefects and Noncompliance." It was
noted, however, trit the QA reviewer attacnec a T1ist of
"Supplier's Quality Assurance Reguirements" <o the simulated
requisition. This 1ist was apparently precared informally,
since no form numcer appeared on the cocument. The list
included the follewing supplier. requirements:

(a) Supplier has documented QA program per :0 CFR S0
Appendix B.

(b) Purchaser shall be granted right of accass to supplier's
plant and records.
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(4)

(c) Supplier agrees to stop work for QA or QC deficiencies.
(d) Provisions of 10 CFR 21 shall apply if appropriate.

(e) DOocumentation required for shelf-life limited
materials.

(f) Supplier to identify special storage and handling
requirements.

(g) Strict compliance with purchase order required, and
"Supplier's Certificate of Conformance" must be
completed.

(h) Documentation to be shipped with or before material.
(1) Other documentation.
(j) Provision for inspection hold points.

PUR-001, paragraph 4.2.3, and PUR-0C2, paragraph 4.4.4,
suggested the inclusion, by the QA reviewer, of itams similar to
the above list on the requisiticning document [Stock Action
Request (SAR) or Reguisition on Purchasing Department
respectively], but did not promulgate the detailed listing of
the attachment that was used on the simulated reguisition.

Nameplat: data was used to prepare the recuisition, and showed
the electrical operator as a 7.8 HP motor. Orawing
2323-E1-0049, CP-1, "Motor Cperated Valve 1-HV=4777 Containment
Spray Header Heat Exchanger 02 Qutlet" reflected a hcrsepower
rating for the motor of 7.9. This fact was noted by the site CA
inspector assigned to review the regquisition after precessing
and review by the requisitioner and Results Engineer. Results
Engineering was notified cf the discrepancy, and substantive
.ction was initiated to detect and correct cther possidble
grawing errors associated with Limitorque operators.

Trainin- and qualification reccrds were reviewed for four
persons in the Administrative Depart ent that had either
purchasing or procurement respensibilities. It was noted that
no formal classroom training had been required for, or received
by, these perscnnel in procurement or warehcusing activities,
but that the training conducted was a self-acdminfstered reading
program of the applicable procecures. It was also noted that
the latest revision of applicable purchasing, warehousing and
station procedures reviewed, as reflected by training reccrcs,
was January 1984. Several revisions had been fssued 2
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(6)

(7)

applicable procedures since that last review. Several
supervisory review signatures which were required to be in the
training records were missing.

Correction of deficiencies identified in paragraphs 3.f.(1)=(5)
of this report in procurement control are considered an '

unresolved item pending further review during a subsequent
inspectian (445/8431-11).

Administrative controls were in place and adequate for such
items as:

0 Inftiation of procurement documents

) Review and approval requirements for original and
change documents

0 Making changes to procurement documerts
) Basis for desigrating quality classification

Administrative contrcls were in place and were adeguate for such
ftems as the following for bidc:rs/suppliers:

0 Qualifying procedures for vendors
] Provisions for purchaser right of access
0 Maintenance of approved bidder's list

o Maintenance of supplier qualification and audit
records

Receipt, Storage, and Handling of Equipment and Materials

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to cetermine
whether the applicant had cdeveloped and implemented a program <o
control the receipt, stcrage, :nd handling of safety-related
equipment and materials in confcrmance with reguiatery reguirements,
commitments, and industry guides and stancdards.

The inspector reviewed the applicant written program for control of
safety-related material receipt, storage, and handling as descrided

in:

0

CPSES FSAR, section 17.2. under Control of Purchased
Material, Equipment, and Services; Identification and
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Control of Material, Parts, and Components; and
Inspection.

] CPSES Operations Administrative Control and Quality
Assurance Plan, sections 11.1, 11.2, 11.2; Receipt
Inspection and Material Acceptance; Identification and
Material Control; Storage Handling, and Issue.

) WHS=001, Revision 9, "Receiving and Inspection of
Materials, Parts, and Components".

0 WHS=002, "Handling and Storage".
) WHS-C03, Revision 4, "Issues and Returns".

0 WHS=004, Revision 0, "Packing and Shipping of M.terials,
Parts and Components".

° WHS-006, Revision 0, "Control of Cleaning, Preservatives,
and Packaging".

The NRC inspector interviewed the Warehouse Supervisor and other
personnel responsible for material receipt, storage, and handling,
and cbserved an actual receipt inspection for safety related
electronic compcnents. Numerous purchase order files were reviewed
for completeness #nd accuracy. All warehouse facilities were
inspected in the presence of the supervisor.

Ouring the conduct of the above inspection, the following
observations were made:

(1) The CPSES warehousing manual precedure index listed the titlie of
WHS-006, "Cleaning Preservatives and Packaging" whereas the
procedure title was "Coni~ol of Cleaning, Preservatives, and
Packaging". The same index reflected Revision 8 as the active
precedure for WHS=001 when in fact the current procedure was
Revision 9.

(2) WHS-001, "Receiving and Inspection cf Material, Parts, and
Components", and Receipt Inspection Instructicn RII-01, "Receipt
of Commercial Quality Items and Catalog Items" dia not incluce
any requirements for checking that material received was from a
qualified vendor by requiring, for example, a compariscn cf the
purchase crder vendor with the vendor that aczually shipped the
material. This comparison was particularly irzcrtant with
electronic components where part numbers from different vendors
could be the same.







Two open electrical panels, a terminal connection box and a
thermostat, were observed tc have no tagging or persornel
protection devices. The inspector was advised that water
pipes had frozen last winter and that repairs were still
not complete.

) Tnsulation from the water pipes noted above was adrift in
the space. .

) The traveling hoist had not been currently tested or
maintained. The inspector was advised that the
reason the hoist was not currently tested was
because it was inoperative. [see item (8)below.]

(7) Level A storage items did nct have any goverairg instructions or
procedures promulgated for temperature and humidity control
within specified limits. Numerous stores items were stored in a
warehouse section shared by the applicant and Brown and Root,
with the sagregated area under the control of the licensee.
Additionally, none of the items in the Level A storage area were
tagged in accordance with the station requirements of WHS-00Z,
Revision 5, "Handling and Storage," paragraoh 4.3.1.1. This is
a fifth example of failure to foliow procedure (445/8431-03e).

(8) "Q" material handling equipment in use at the warehouse (slings,
fork 1ift, hofst) were not in the plant's periocdic maintenance
and i~spection program as required by station instructicn
WHS-002, paragraph 4.1.5.7. The nylon type sling in use with
the fork 1ift was observed to be badly worn. ANSI N43.2.2-1972,
paragraph 7.4, provides applicable guidance. This is a sixth
example of failure to follow procedure (445/8431-05f).

(9) The applicant utilized six receipt inspectors at the wareshouse
that were qualified as Level I or Level II inspectors, including
the Warehouse Supervisor. The training of these inspectors had
been concucted by site QA. The qualification records of all six

' inspectors, which were maintained by site QA, were reviewed Dy

tne NRC inspector for completeness and accuracy. Five of the

records were noted to contain errcrs of missing certification
for final qualification signatures, missing practical factors
compietion signatures, or otner similar acministrative errors.

The NRC inspector was advised that a QA inspector had recently

examined the same files for accuracy ard ccmpleteress.

Correctian of errors and omissicns in the above qualif.cation
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records is considered an open item pending further inspection
during a subsequent inspection (445/8431-12).

(10) Based on the small number of items that were not ready for issue
(identified by NRC), when contrasted to the large number of
items received that are ready for issue, it was apparent that
the station had an aggressive program for resolving
discrepancies and making material ready for issue as quickly as
possible.

Quality Records

The purpose of this portion of the inspecticn was to determine

whett or the applicant had developed a program fcr the control of

quality records in conformance with regulatory requirements,
smmitrents, ind stry guides and standards.

The NRC inspector reviewed the applicant's written program for control
of quality records as described in:

o Final Draft Technical Specifications, Secticn 6.10, "Record
Retenticn"

0 CPSES FSAR, Section 17.2.17, "Quality /ssurance Records"

o CPSES Operations Administrative Control and Quality
Assurance Plan, Section 3.8, "Cocument Controi and Records
Management"

o STA-302, Revision 4, "Station Records"

During the review of the written program for records control, it was
noted that Attachment 5 to STA-302 listed the generic types of
records that were to be maintained in the staticn guality assurance
records file. The attachment was simply a verbatim reprocduction of
Appendix A to ANSI N4§.2.9-1974. This generic list of reccrds to D2
retzined did not incluce some of the items to be retained in
accarcance with the CPSES Technical Specificaticns, Section 6.1C.
Examples are:

o} Records of sealed source and fission detector leak test anc
results

o Records of annual physical inventory of all sealed source
material of record

0 Records of in-service 1nspections.performed pursuant to
the Technical Specificaticns ;




0 Records of secondary water sampling and water quality

The above 1ist was not 211 inclusive. [n addition, no interpretation
of the station equivalent ~ecord for the items listed in Appendix A
to ANST N45.2.9-1974 was proviied in STA-302 or any other procedures
or instructions macde available to the inspector. Thus no assistance
was available to station personnel to determine which of t'2 station
records were to be retained. This is a failure to establish adequate
procedures concerning record retention as required by ANSI
N45.2.9-1974 and CPSES TS 6.10 is a violation of 10 CFR S0,

Appendix B, Criterion V (445/8431-08c).
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The NRC inspector conducted an inspection of the vault facilities and
the records stored therein and made the following observations:

0 A custodian was designated for the record storage facility and
access to the stored records was coitrollad by an approved and
posted access list. Visitors required continual escort.

Records received for storage were transmitted by a formal
transmittal document. These records were reviewed for
completeness against the transmittal document prior to Deing
placed in storage. If a discrepancy was ncted, the sender was
notified and the discrepancy corrected befure the records were
received in storage. ;

Several records packages were reviewed to ensure they were
stored in designated files and were readily retrievable. The
following conditions were noted during this portion of the
inspecticn:

Some logs that were required to be retained and controlled at
CPSES were physically located in the vault, but not on the
Master Records Index. Examples are: 1) Station Cper-ting Log,
period 2300, April §, 1984 to 2300, June 8, 1984, maintained Dy
the Shift Supervisor, and 2) Control Rocm Reacter Cperator Leg,
March 16, 1984 to June 1, 1984.

Records were rot readily retrievable frocm the vault if the
requestor asked for the records by noun name. The inspector
attempted to verify that a sampling of the records required by

" STA-302 were being retained. This effort was not possidle,
because the records indices were listed by station form number
or other such titlas that prevent noun name retrieval. For
example, Off-Site Environmental Monitoring Survey Results were
filed under a form receipt verification document. The record
indices in use by the applicant did not generally reflect the
record content, thus retrieval was difficult.

"




(3) STA-302 defined the "Rscord File Index" as that index which, ok
.gives the specific record fil. location for all record types

which are stored in the records center. . ." The record file
index did not fulfill the function of giving the specific
location in the vault, and in fact, no such mapping diagram
existed. Storage appea ed to be a matter of convention. The
custodian interviewed, however, knew exactly where requested
records were located.

(4) The chackcut method for records consisted of a three-part
speedletter, with the person checking out the record signing the
letter. It was noted that numerous records had been checked out
of the vault by the custodian on duty at the time of the
request. Paragraph 4.9.3 of STA-302 states that "No rec:rd,
after it has been filed in the Records Canter, may be removed
without the express permission of the Records Supervisor or his
designated alternate." It appeared that the intent of this
requirement was to minimize the numbers and the time that
records were absent from the vault. A large number of recards
were observed to be checked cut for long periods of time Dy
persons other than the Reccrds Supervisor.

(5) The station records vault was observed %2 have a temperature of
68 dagrees Fahrenheit and relative humidity of 62% on the day of

the inspectien, and the reccrder wis noted to have exceeded 30%
humidity for the duration of the chart (cne week total time).
ANST N&5.2.3-1974, paragraoh 5.4.3, requires film to be stored
in accordanca with manufacturer's recommencations.
Paragraph 6.1.2 of ANSI PH1.43-1979 requires a 30-50% relative
humidity range for the type of radiography films stored in the
vault, with a recommended value of 30% for archival stcrage
environment for several types of film storage. Numerous films
and magnetic tapes were on file in the vault. The
Aéministrative Department reguested correcticn of the problem
through cerrespondence dated 15 August 1983, (TIM-83742), but as
noted above, the problem had not been corrected. Additicnally,
no administrative procedures had been published concerning
mentitering of temperature and hunidity values or centrols, cr
concerning corrective action for abnormal reacings.
> —
Training and qualification of records personnel were fcunc to be
adequate, and the records custcdian “emonstrated an acecuate
knowledge of policies and procedures that governed this area. g
bt ot T 44‘_—””///
arrection of deficiencies in the station recorcs vault is an
unresclved item pending further inspection during a subseguent
fnspecticn (445/8431-13).
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Test§ and Experimerts

The purpose of this portion of t-e inspection was to determine
whether the applicant had developed a program to control tests and
experiments during plant cperations that conformed with regulatory
requirements, comm’tments, and industry guides and standards.

The inspector reviewed the applicant's written program for centrol
of testing during operations as described in:

0 STA-202, Revision 9, "Preparation, Review, Approval
and Revision of Station Procecures".

) STA-204, Revision 1, "Temporary Procedures."

) STA-205, Revision 2, "Temporary Changes to
Procedures".

0 STA-401, Revision 5, "Station Operations Review
Committee".

0 STA-403, Revisfon 2, "Identification of Safety
Related Egquipment".

0 STA-602, Revision 0,"Temporary Modification and
Bypassing of Safety Functions".

) STA-707, Revision 1, "Safety Evaluations".

0 QPM=003, Revision 1, "Review of Procedures,
Instructicns, and Plans”.

0 HPA-124, Revision 2, "ALARA Job Planning Program".

0 EDA-105, Revision 2, "Engineering Department
Surveillance Test Procedures"”.

) EDA-106, Revision 0, "Station Performance Testing
Precgram”.

° EDA-108, Revision 0, "Control of Contract Testing
Activities".

The applicant appeired to have a comprehensive set of written,
detailed procedures and instructions for accomplishing specific
testing through cu: the facility. The procedures and instructicns
covering testing :pear to be consistent in content and format among




departments which would facilitate coordination of testing that might
affect more than one department.

During the review of the testing program, one minor deficiency was
noted. A formal method for handling regquest: or propssals for
conducting plant tests or experiments was not apparent in staticn
procedures. Engineering Department procedure ECA-105 appeared to
cover most necessary regulatory and engineering requirements to
address a proposal for .onducting a test and would require little
modification to allow it to accomplish this function. '

Measuring and Test Equipment (M&TE)

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to determine
whether the applicant had developed and implemented a program to
control MATE that was in conformance with regulatery requirements
and commitments, including Regulatory Guides and industry standards.

A written description of the applicant's Measurment and Test Equipment
program was encompassed by the fcllowing station procedures:

) STA-608, Revision 5, "Control of Measurement and Test
Equipment".

APP-331, Revision 0, "MODS M&TE data fnput.
MEI-006,. July 1984, "M&TE Scheduling Mzintenance".

§TA-201, Revision 8, "Preparation, Respensibility and
Content of Staticn Manuals".

§TA-202, Revision 9, "Preparation, Review, and
Approval and Revision of Station Procedures”.

Ouring a review of the applicant's M&TE program the following
deficiencies were noted:

(1) STA-608, Revisicn 5, "Control of Measuring and Test Equipment”
was inadeguate in that it did not acdress or relerence the
foilowing elements of the M&TE program:

o The organization, cepartments, or sections
responsibie for station M&TE.

o Responsibility for premulgation and distridbution of
the supervisory schedules used for MTZ calibration.
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o Equipment check-out.

o Cross department procedures for sharing or use of
M&TE.

0 Procedures to ensure M&TE is used by only
qualified personnel. .

o Procedures to ensure safety during use and
transportation.

The absence of the above program elements in station procedures
appeared 1o deviate from the requi ements of the CPSES
Operations Administrative Control and Quality Assurance Plan,
tlevision 3, section 6.5, paragraphs 1.0, 2.1, and 4.0 which
required development and implementation of procedures and
instructions to establish control and calibration for MATE.

This omission is a violation of 10 CFR SO, Appendix B, Critericn XII

(445/8431-14).

(2) The Instrumentation and Control M&TE storage area appeared to De
too small for the amount and type of equipment stored. About
360 line items were stored within the area. Precision
voltmeters were stored on top of cne ancther, and Hefse gages
ware stored near shelf edges. The potential for egquipment
damage appeared high.

(3) The instrumentation and centrol calibration and repair shco was

too small for the work being conducted. OCead weight tester
weights were overhanging the ends of workbenches.

Document Control

The purpose of this portion of the inspection was to determine
whether the applicant hzd developed and implemented decument contro's
that conformed to regulatory requirements, commitments, frdustry
guides and stancards.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the applicant's written program for
control of documents as descrited in:

0 FSAR, Chapter 17, Section 17.2.6, "Cocument Centrol”
0 CPSES Operations Administrati-e Centiol and Quality

Assurance Plan (OAC/QAP), Section 3.8, "Document
Control and Records Management".



(1

OCP-3, Revision 18, "CPSES Document Control Program"
(Brown & Root, Inc.)

TNE-AD-4, Revision 6, "Control of Engineering
Documents [TUGCO Muclear Engineering (TNE)]".

NE-AD-5, Revision 3, "Identification of Design
Deficiencies and Errors".

TNE-DC-7, Revision'S, "Preparation and Review of Design
Drawings".

TNE-0C-8, Revisjon 4, "Design Verification of
Engineering Documents”.

STA-201, Revision 7, "Preparation Responsibility and
Content of Station Manuals".

STA-202," Revision 8, "Preparation, Review, Approval
and Revision of Statian Procedures".

STA-203, Revision 9, “Control of Station Manuals"
§TA-206, Revision 6, "Control of Technical Manuals".

STA=301, Revision 3, "Oocument and Corresponcence
Control". .

STA-306, Revisfon 5, "Crawing and Specificction
Control". :

STA-307, Revision 3, "Forms Contrel”.

Facility Orawings:

The NRC inspecter verified administrative controls applicatle %o
drawings by reviewing the manner in which drawings were handlead,
and then randomly selecting several drawings and checking tne
accuracy of record keeping. Until recently, Brown and Root,
Inc. operated the main site Document Control Cenzer (CCC).
Management of this DCC was shifted to the agplicant with Srown
and Root perscnnel still staffing the operaticn. This canter
received material from several sources, such as TNE and Comanche
Peak Project Engineering (CPPE), each operating unier their cwn
approved procedures for the origiration of drawings. The CCC
exercised control, receipt, reprocuction, distribution, storage,
and retrieval responsibilities for several users, fncluding
TUGCO Operations' Document Control Center.
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TNE was managing the drawing update prrgram for an inventory of
approximately sixty te seventy thousand controllied drawings for
Unit One and Common (common to both units) drawings. At the
time of the inspection, about 45C0 drawings were considerad
"1ifetime" drawings of which most were in the inventory of
drawings in the Control Room. Of the lifetime drawings, about
80% had no changes outstanding, about 2% had three or more
changes outstanding, and about 18% had cne or two changes not
yet entered. To support plant cperations, all outstanding
design changes were targeted to be incorporated prior to Unit 1
fuel load for the following d.iwings:

° Mechanical Flow Diagrams (M1-200 and 300 series)

0 Electrical One-Line Diagrams, three-line diagrams,
electrical wiring and connection diagrams (E1-001

through E1-200 series)

0 Instrument and Control Diagrams (M1-2200 and 2200
series)

) Instrument Equipment List (M1-2400 serfes)

0 Instrument Lecaticn Drawings and Tabsheets (M1-2500
and M1-2600 series)

) Safety Related Vendor Orawings

Any drawings identified above with outstanding design changes
remaining at fuel lcac were to be added to the Master Data Base
recerd keeping system for update prior to commercial operation,
The inspector was provided with a list of other crawings that
would be updated, with completicn not until after commercial
cperation, and drawings that would not be updated at all with
the rationale for not updating.

An exampl: of a class of drawings that were not to be upcated
were piping cemposite crawings (M1-400 through 8C0 series) that
were duplicative of mechanical flow and isometric diagrams that
had been updated. Another example included instrument rack
drawing (M1-2800) that had been superceced Dy phetagraphic,
as-built representations (CPPA-244167). The NRC inspector's
review of the applicant's update program for facility drawings
indicated that the program, when fully implemented, should
satisfactorily support fuel load and commercial cgeration.

Related to drawing updates was the maintenance of timely status
of drawings affected by design changes, such as Cesign Change
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Authorizations (DCA), Component Modification Cards (CMC), and
Engineering Change Notices (ECN). In April 1984, a Corrective
Action Request (CAR-301) was prepared by CPSES QA describing
document status held by Operations Document Control Center (0CC)
not being the same as TNE. Thus the correct status of design
drawings and specifizations distributed by Cperations OCC was
indeterminate. Safe and correct system maintenance on
safety-relat d systems, including vaive line-ups being done
under direction of control rcom perscnnel, was dependent on
having current drawing status. A permanent solution to the
drawing status preblem was implemented by June 1, 1984,

In partial answer to CAR-COl, TNE developed for their purposes
the TNE Design Change Tracking Group Computer ("George Three"),
which was scheduled to be fully implemented by September 14,
1984, At the time of this inspection the system was already in
operation, with an input terminal located in TNE spaces, and
receiving terminals located fn other strategic plac's including
the control reom and the Operations OCC.

The NRC inspector selected at randem the following drawings to
test the drawing contrel system and determine their current status:

o Flow Diagram, Containment Spray (2323-M1-0232,
Revision CP=6 of July 30, 1384.)

o Safety Injection System (2323-M1-0262, Revision CP=5
of July 25, 1%84.)

o Main Steam Reheat and Steam Pump System
(2323-M1-2202-02, Revision CP-4 of August 3, 1984.)

o Ccmponent Cooling Water System (2323-M1-2225-06,
Revision CP=2 of July 27, 1384.)

o Demineralized and Reactor Make-up Water System
(2323-M1-2241-04, Revision CP=2 of August 15, 1384.)

o 6.9 KV Auxiliarfss One Line Ofagram - Safeguarc Buses
(2323-€1-0004, Ravistion CP-2 of July 14, 1884.)

o Containment and Diesel Generator Safeguard 480V M C's
One Line Ofagram (2323-E1-009, Revision CP=1 of June 11,
1984.)

The fnspector verifiad that the computer data base reflected the
latest revision to the drawings, that there were no unposted
design changes affesting the drawings, and that the drawings in
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use in the Control Room were the latest revision., The following
specific cbservations were made during this portion of the
inspection: ‘

The process of up-dating the "George Three" terminal with
the latest design changes could require as long as five
working days, however all drawings reviewed by the
inspector reflacted the proper status in the "George Three
terminal.

Orawing 2323-M1-2241-04 above (Demineralized and Reactor
Make-up Water System) was cn file in the Operaticns DCC as
an aperture card, but not printed and not distributed %o
Operations Cepartment users as of August 21, 1984. [t had
been revised on August 15, 1984, The card was receivad fin
the Orerations OCC on August 20, 1984, and was to be
printed and distributed on August 22, 1984, All other
aperture cards were of the proper revision and were
distributed.

On August 15, 13984, all indices (cesign change 1ogs)
previously in use were removed from the Control Room, thus
the operator in the Control Room was not able to establish
the current revisicn to selected drawings without calling
the Operations OCC. [t was noted that the Operations ocC
was staffed on the day and swing shift, but not on the
grave yard shift. It was also noted that "George Three"
terminal was installed in the Contrel Room and was the only
index for design changes available. None of the cperators
had seen formally trained in the use of "Gecrge Three", so
they could not use 1t.

Some safety related equipment drawings for vender supplied,
Wekid mounted" equipment (for example, diesel generater
auxiliaries drawing #2323-M1-0213, Revisfen CP=3) were not
available in the Control Reem. Alsc, drawings in the
Control Room had an empty "box" on tne cdrawing whare valves
were mounted on the eauisment foundatiecn as celiverad By
the vendor. In some cases, this situaticn was aggravated
by absence of assigned valve numBers to such valves.
Efforts were underway %o correct this problem.

A1l changes to the drawings underwent the same level of
review as the crigiral drawing as resufred Dy procedure.

Obsolete or superceded drawings were conspicucusly marked.

¢
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0 TNE-AD-5, Revision 3, "Idantification of Design
Deficiencies and Errcrs", addressed the process of
identifying design deficiencies (or errors), documenting
them on TNE Design Deficiency Reports (TDDRs), and the
resolution process. Nonconformances, including
discrepencies found between as-buflt drawings and as
cons'ruct-  facility, were handled as stringently as if
they were design changes.

(2) Technical Manuals

STA-206, Revision 5, "Control of Technical Manuals", was the
governing document for station technical manuals. To determine
the adequacy of technical manual control, the NRC inspector
reviewed the proce fure, interviewed the supervisor of technical
manuals, and randomly selected several technical manuals with
numerous revisions. He verified that the status of revisiens
reflected by the master distribution log and revision records

s eet was the same as the status of the copifes in use in several
of the satellite libraries.

The NRC inspector noted that a cepy of a technical manual may De
distributed to as many as thirty=five satellfte libraries with
checkout from most of these lisraries on an "honor system”.

A1l technica) manua's checked in the Control Room were abie to
be accounted for; huwever, when the same manuals were checked at
the Maintenance (Control Number CO0S) library, the following
conditions were roted:

) Volume 3, Book 1, Diesel Generator Sets (CP-0024-TC1C) was
not in zhe library and not preoperly checked out ( ater
located).

0 Radisactive Waste Sclidification System (CP-01828-001) was
misfiled but later located in the library.

) Three revisions (0CC=00793, -00794, -C0841) were filed in
the book fcdentified above, but were not reflectad on the
“Record Revisior Sheet" available {n the Master Manual
Distributicn Log.

0 Revision DCC-0943 was noted in the Control Room copy
(Contrel Number 003) and the library restricted copy (001)
of the manua) identified above, but without the revision
number stamped on the sheet as reguirec Dy procedure.

A sixteen step checkl!ist was in use in the technizal manual
update area of the operations CCC* to ensure all activities
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associated with receipt of a technical manual change were
accomplished, including:

0 Determination of libraries affected

0 Distribution of a copy of the manual update to Station
Procedures Supervisor for cross-reference check to
determine procedural revision necessity

o Transmittal of the change to "Brown & Root" DCC

° Addition to Plant Inform:tion Management System (PIMS)
update covered new equipment

0 Check of the update for new drawings and initiation of
appropriate action

A similar checklist was in use for receipt of new manuals.

An aggressive program to pericdically "police" satellite
libraries and maintain the mantals and the area in ordar was in
effect as evidenced by the orderliness of k. Control Roem
1ibrary. An aggressive program for recovering materials checked
out from the "check-out" library was also 1n operation. The
tickler system allowed a checkout to run for about feur months
before verification occurred that the checkout was still
necessary.

Overal] efficiency and accuracy of the technical manual program
was found to be effective.

Control Room Design Revie/ Status

The Human Fagtors Control Room Cosign Review of CPSES, conducted by the
Human Factor Engineering Branch of the MRC, identified many Human
Engineering Discrepancies (FEDs). As of August 31, 1984, all but 23
ore=~licensing HEDs ha. been closed by the Human Factors Engineering
Granch. The remaining 23 HEDs have been or will be veriffed Dy the
Resident Inspector(s) and doecuranted in the monthly fnspecticn reports.
The following is a listing of open HEDs yet to be verified:

3. HED _DESCRIPTION

Annunciator alarms are not visually prioritized.

ACTICN

Confirmatory on complesfon of annunciaior prioritization.




+ED OESCRIPTION
No storage space has been allocated for essentfal material,
ACTION

Confirmatory after installation of portable storage unit and storage
cf equipment at the remote shutdown panel.

HED OESCRIPTION

Pointers on "J" handle/star/handle switches contrast poorly with handle
color.

ACTION

Confirmatory on "J" handle/star/handle pointers being painted white.

HED DESCRIPTION

Trend recorder scale differs from chart paper scale,

ACTION

Confirmatory on recorders having paper matching recorder scales (all
recorders should have paper).

HED CESCRIPTION

No contral coding 1s currently being used for:

0 Mechanical Valves, pumps, breakers, motors, etc.

0 Throttle valves
¢ Emergency or critical controls

ACTICN

Confirmatery on installatien of "T" handles on transfer switches at
HSP (14 handles).

HED CESCRIPTION

Labels are missirg.

ACTICN
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120.

122.

130.

181.

184,

Confirmatory on labels on reccrders on CV-04, incore panel, and for
lights on CV=03.

HED DESCRIPTION d

Sound powered jack communications are fncomplete.

ACTICN

Confirmatory on storage of sound powered headset at the remot: hot
shutdown panel (see no. 63 above).

HED CESCRIPTION

The remote shutdown pane! is in the process of complete
redesign.

ACTICN
Confirmatory on completicn of hierarchical labeling at remote
shutdown pane! and transfer paneis, labeling of 1ight box, procer

paper in recordars, and sound powered headsets at remote shutdown
pane! (see no. 68 above) and transfer panel.

HED DESCRIPTION
Controls have unlabeled switch positiens.

ACTION

Confirmatory on new escutchecn plates for 1-M5-2431 through 1-H5-2494
on CB8-0S.

HED CESCRIPTICN

The nuclear instrumentation system recorder lacks a
scale for differential peower,

ACTION

Confirmatory on installaticn of a scale for diffarential power.

HED DESCRIPTICN

Counters require calculatiens by operator when displayed values run
past 60 minutes. Other counters require the operator to convers
displayed values by multiplication fac;crs other than a multiple of

ten.




214,

225.

226.

267.

3zl.
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ACTION

ngf;;natory on full scale counters replacing (.5 scale counters on
cPs-01.

HED DESCRIPTION

A rotary control with clockwise=counter clockwise movement fs used to
control a"lower" and "raise" function.

ACTION

ggn{éag;tory on permanent escutcheon plates on C3-11 (S0-1EG2 and

HED DESCRIPTION

The locking positicn or function of the vernier controllers is not
clearly indicated.

ACTION

Confirmatory on "LOCK" position labels on Hagan contrcliers.

PED DESCRIPTION

Setpoint adjustment kneb covers on process controllers can be easily
re oved.

ACTION

Confirmatory on more secure attachment of setpeint adjustment kwneb
covers on controllers.

HED CESCRIPTION
Trend recorders used frosted glass.
ACTION

Confirmatory on replacement of frosted glass or recorders on ¢e-10.

HE SCRIPTION

Annunciator character sizes are inconsistent,

ACTION .




1-ALB~2

1-ALE-38B
1-ALE-4A
1-ALB-48
1-ALB-58
1-ALB-5C
1-ALB-6C

1-ALB-60

1-ALB-8 13, 2.
1-ALB-9

. HED DESCRIPTION

Abbreviations in comp.ter displays do net conform to those in the
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Staticn "Directory of Acronyns and
Abbreviaticns."

ACTION

Confirmatory on revision of point descriptions in P2500 to use CPSES
abbreviations.

i.14. 2.4, 2.13, 2.14, 3.13,
.13
3, 2.14, 3.14, 4,14

4
1

The following HEDs were visually inspected and the required action fs
hereby confirmed by the Cperations Resicent Inspactor:

. HED DESCRIPTION

 Use of a temporary label on "sequence cf events" recorcer.
ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm permanent label attached.

. HED DESCRIPTICN

The SI pump test line valves lack a functional grouping pattern.
ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm relabeling (relabeling was required to avoid confuston).

. HED DESCRIPTION
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179.

269.

338.

Negative values are not indicated as such on vertical and circular
scales.

ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm that negative signs (=) are added to negative values on
vertical and circular scales. '

HED DESCRIPTION

Red numbers with black graduation marks and vice versa are used for
color coding purposes, m: .ing scales difficult to read.

ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm scales have been changed to black numbers and black
graduation marks.

HED DESCRIPTICN

Trend recorder door in control room could swing down when unlatched
and strike :nd obscure components located below them.

ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm fnstallation of rubber bumpers to restrict amount of downw.rd
motion of trend recorder doors.

HED DESCRIPTION

Safety Train "A" and "B" indicating lights are not easily
identifiable. ,

ACTION COMPLETED

Confirm addition of color cocded strips under indicating lights.

Mo viclations or deviations were identified.

Pregperationa]l Test Witnessing

Prior ¢ witnessing of the test, the NRC inspectors performed a review of
the test procedure. The review was conducted 0 yerify that:

0

The procecure provided a clear statement which specified the function
it was to perform,
3
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Tha acceptance c%iteria were clearly stated and adcressed the
appropriate requirements.

Tha communications between all persons concerned with the test were
addressed.

Tha procedure contained appropriate qua]1ty control hold points.
There were provisions for verifications of actions performed with
appropriate sign-offs .rovided for assurance of procedure step
performance.

The performance of the procedure weuld, when completed, assure that
the acceptance criteria were met,

The pr .cedure was clearly written, properly revic ed and approved in
accorcance with the licensee's administrative procedures.

The NRC inspectors .hen observed the applicant's performance of the test.
After verifying that the correct revision of the test procedure was in
use, the NRC inspectcr verified, during the test performance, that:

]

0

Q

There were sufficient personnel to perform the test.

The test steps were performed in the proper sequence to yield valid
results.

Unforeseen equipment and procedure problems were resolvad and
decumented.

Test personnel cbserved procedural hold points.

In addition to the major points listed above, the performance of testing
personne! was observed to assess:

o]

Q

The professional manner in which the test was performed.

Tre lavel of familiarity of testing personnel wi-h the purpose cf the
test and steps of tne test procedure, fncluding any complicated areas
requiring additicna’ set up time.

The level of detafl contained in the pretest briefings with test
personnel and cperations support personnel including special
assignments and specific on-station time requiraments.

The specific precperaticnal tests that were witnessed and the NRC
fnspectar's cbservations were:



1CP-PT=29-03, (Reds), "Diese! Generator Load Tests"; 1CP-PT-29-04,
RT-1, "Diesel Generator Sequencing and Operational Stability Test";
and 1CP-PT=57-10, Load Group ~ssignment Test."

The tests identified above were performed in cenjunction with one
another, therefore they are ciscussed together. The obje.tive- of
the tests were: (1) 1CP-PT-29-04, to verify that the diesel generator
would start on an emergency start signal (e.g. Safety Injection
signal) and/or loss of offsite power signal and sequence the required
loads within the required time without exceeding the diesel generator
design limits; (2) 1CP-PT=57-10, to vzrify that after an emergency
start (1CP=PT=-29-04), the respective diesel generator supplied power
only to the loads of their respective safety trains;

(3) 1CP=-PT=29-03, to verify that each diesel generator can handle
short term and loeng term lcads without impafring its cperability.

The NRC inspector witnessed the safety train A and B blackout and
black plus safety injection, ard the verification of safety train
independence and the short and long term load tests. At the
completion of each diesel start, the NRC inspector reviewed the
Visicorder strip charts to determine correct seguences of cperation.
Scme minor equipment prcblems were encountered. These were
identified on Test Ceficiency Reports (TORs) then were corrected and
retested to close cut the TOR's.

1CP=PT=64-01, "RPS Time Response Measurement"

The purpase of this test was to cemonsirata that the response time of
the Reactor Protection System is wityin the time interval as
specified in the Plant Technical Sgecifications. The NRC fnspector
noted that this test was properly performed and that the objectives
of tha test appearec to have Seen metl.

1CP-PT-64-10, "Safeguards Relay Actuation Test”

The purpose of this test was to demonstrate the proper cperation of
the Engineered Safaty Features (ESF) final devices/ceomponents By
manual manipulaticn of their respective initfating device (actuating
relay). Specifically. this test will verify that a specific
output/slave relay contact, fn a given train of the Solid State
Protection System (SSPS), will actuate fts respective ESF
device/cemponent. Curing the performance of this test, the NRC
fnspector noted that the attributes lfsted at the beginning of this
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i e

section of the report were satisfied.
1CP=PT-66-01, "Nuclear Instrumentation System"

The purpose of this test was to verify that the Nuclear
Instrumentation System is functionally capable cf providing

indication of input signals, generating trip functions for use by the
Reactor Protection System, and inftiating status functions when trip
functions are bypassed or blocked, or system circuits are other than

nrmal. The test was conducted without any significant problems.

1CP-PT-48-02, "Containment Spray System"

" The purpose of this test was to cemonstrate proper cperation of the

Containment Spray System. Pump breaker response to fnitfation of
safety signals were demonstrated. Upon actuation of safeguards
output relays, Train A and Train 8 fluid flow response times ware
determined. Valve interlocks and valve response to spray actuation
signals were demonstrated. Chemical eductor flow performance was
demonstrated to be acceptable. Additionally, flow rate testing was
performed on the chemical additive tank isolation valves.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Inspection Items in Progress

The NRC inspectors have started reviews in the fcllowing areas:

a.
b.
<.

d.

Selected System Operating and Integrated Plant Operating Procedures.

Selected Emergency Cperating Procedures.
Open Safety Evaluation Repert (SER) ftems .

Open NUREG 0737 (Clarification of TMI Acticn Plan Requiraments)
ftems.

The reviews commenced near the end of this reporting pericd. No major
sroblem areas were identified thus far. The continuation and completion
of these reviews will be cocumented in subsequent inspecticn reports.

Plant Tours

Ouring this reporting pericd, the SRRI and RRI conducted several
inspection tours of Unit 1. [In additicn to the general housa«aeping

activities and general cleanliness of the facility, specific attenticn was
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given to areas where safety-related equisment is installed and where

activities were in progress involving safety-related equipment. These

areas were inspected to ensure that:

0 Work in progress was being accomplished using approved procedures.

0 Special precautfons for protection of equipment was i plemented,
where required, and additional cleanliness recuirements were being
¢dhered to, where required, for aintenance, 7 ushing ard welding
activities. .

] Installed safety-related equipment and components were being
protected and maintained to prevent damage and deteriforation.

Also during these tours, the RRI and RRI reviewed the control room and
shift supervisors' log books. Key items in the log review v.re:

o plant status
o changes in plant status
0 tests in progress

o documentaticn of problems which arise curing operating
shifts

No violations or cdeviations were identified.

Plant Status

The follewing is a status of TUEC (TUGCO) manning levels for cperations
and plant test activities as of August 1984,

a. Authorized personnel level (including maintenance, cperations,
administration, quality assurance, and engineering) = 360

b. Number presently cnboard - 506
Unresalv tems

Unresolved ftems are matters above which mere information fs required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, violations or
daviations. Seven unresolved ftems disclosed cduring the inspecticn are
discussed 1n caragraphs 2, 3.¢, 3.d, 3.f, and 3.h,

Exit Interview

An exit interview was conducted on September 7, 1984, with applicant
representatives (fdentified in paragraph 1), Ouring this interview, the
SARI and RRI reviewed the scope and discussed the inspecticn findings.
The applicant acknewlecdged the fincings.
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‘_-___________________-
In R7ply Refer To: a;{ 4—0

Dockets: 50-345/84-32 FEB 15 U165 /
50-446/84-11

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

400 North Qlive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted under the Resident Inspection Program
by Mr. H. 5. Phillips of this office and NRC contract personnel during the
period August 20, 1984, through September 20, 1984, of activities authorized by
NRC Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 for the Comanche Peak facility,
Units 1 and 2, and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. D. Chapman and
other members of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

Areas examined during the inspection included a review and evaluation of how
effectively Texas Utilities Electric Company management has implemented the
corporate quality assurance (QA) program for design, procurement, and
construction activities. Special emphasis was placed on evaluating the
management of the audit program; management's action to regularly review the
status and adequacy of the QA program; and followup on findings pertinent to
program management identified by previous NRC and consultant inspection teams.
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.

During this inspection, it was found that certain of your activities were in
violation of NRC requirements. Consequently, you are required to respond to
this violation, in writing, in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.201
of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal
Regulations. Your response should be based on the specifics contained in the
Notice of Violation enclosed with this letter.

These violations may be related to findings identified by the NRC Technical
Review Team (TRT). If the issues are considered to be similar, you may respond
to the items separately or as part of the Comanche Peak Response Team Action
Plan.
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Texas Utilities Electric Company o

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

Sincerely,

“Qriginal Signed by:
D M. HUNNICUTT

D. R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

Enclosure:
1. Appendix A - Notice of Viclation
2. hAppendix B = NRC Inspection Report
50-445/84-32
50-446/84-11

cc w/enclosure:

Texas Utilities Electric Company Texas Utilities Electric Company

ATTN: B. R. Clements, Vice ATTN: J. W. Beck, Manager
President, Nuclear Nuclear Services

Skyway Tower Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street 400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81 Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201 Dallas, Texas 75201

bcc to OMB (IEOQ1)
bcec distrib. by RIV:

RPB1 RRI-OPS TX State Dept. Health
RPB2 RRI-CONST. Juanita Ellis

EP&RPB R. Bangart Renea Hicks

R. Martin, RA L. Gagliardo 2i11ie Pirner Garde
C. Wisner, PAQ 0. Hunnicutt 5. Phillips

R. Denise, DRSP TRT (CPSES) (2)

RIV File S. Treby, ELD

MIS System D. Eisenhut, NRR




APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Dockets: 50-445/84-32
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2 50-446/84-11

Construction Permits: CPPR-126
CPPR-127

Based on the results cf an NRC inspection conducted during the period of
August 20, 1984, through September 20, 1984, and in accordance with the NAC
Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 49 FR 8583, dated March 8,
1984, the following violations were identified:

1. Failure to Regularly Review the Status and Adeguacy of the QA Program

Criterion II of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, as implemented by the Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report (PSAR) and the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR),

Section 17.1, "Guality Assurance Program," and ANSI N45.2-1971, requires

that the quality assurance program shall provide for the regular review by
the management participating in the program, of the status and adequacy of
the part of the quality assurance program for which they have designated

responsibility.

Contrary to the above, the applicant m
u!arly- the s ' y o
Wr did the applicant appear to hav
us and ade

he construction quality assurance program.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation. (Supplement II) (445/8432-02;
446/8411-02)

> Failure to Establish and Implement a Comprehensive System of Planned and

Periodic Audits

Criterion XVIII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, states, in part, "A

comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits shall be carried out
to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance program and

to determine the effectiveness of the program." The requirements are

addressed in the PSAR and FSAR, Section 17.1, "Quality Assurance Program,"

which references Regulatory Guide 1.28 (ANSI N45.2) and ANSI N45.2.12
(Draft 3, Revision 4). Those commitments require that a comprehensive
system of planned audits be performed on an annual frequency.

Contrary to the above, the following examples were identified which

demonstrate the failure to establish and implement a comprehensive S

and MEDC Mt of safety-related activities as required,
as noted below:




Notice of Violation o

_nual audits were not adequately addressed by the audit
mplementation procedures.

. TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 0, dated August 9, 1978, only
: required two audits of vendors fabricating reactor coolant

' pressure boundary components, parts, and equipment; one audit of
vendors fabricating engineered safeguards components, parts, and
equipment; and audits of balance of plant (safety-related) as
required by the quality assurance manager.:

. TUGCO Prucedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 2, dated April 15, 1981,
required only that organizations will be audited on a regularly
scheduled basis.

. TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revisions 2 and 10, did not specify
auditing frequencies for design, procurement, construction, and
operations activities.

TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 10, based audit requirements
on Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978. This
commitment did not fully address the requirements of the
construction quality assurance program.

The above procedure and subsequent revisions failed to describe and
require annual audits in accordance with commitments and
requirements. Earlier audit procedures were not available to
determine if they met requirements.

—Planm’ng and staffing to perform 1983 audits was inadequate to assure
that a comprehensive system of audits was established and implemented
to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance
program, in that, of 656 safety-related procedures (which control
safety-related activities) the NRC review revealed that the applicant
sampled only 165, or 25 percent, dyring the 1983 audit program.
Consequently, significant aspects of the safety-related activities
were not adequately audited.

‘fhe Westinghouse site organization, established in 1977 to perform

Nuclear Steam System Supply (NSSS) engineering services, was not
audited by TUGCO during the years of 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, and
1981.

—dits of vendors that manufacture or fabricate parts, components,
4 and equipment for reactor coolant pressure boundary and engineered
f ] safeguards systems have not been conducted annually dating back to
! August 9, 1978.

; This is a Severity Level IV Violation. (§upp1ement I1) (445/8432-03;
446/8411-03)

o —— O —
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Notice of Violation

Failure to Properly Certify a Vendor Compliance Inspector

Criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, states, in part, "Activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,

procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the circumstances and

shall be accomplished in accordance with these instructions, procedures,
or drawings."

TUGCO Procedure DQP-VC-4, Revision 6, dated January 5, 1984, requires that
Level II inspectors (Corporate QA) shall attend and satisfactorily
complete nondestructive testing courses including eddy current testing.

Contrary to the above, one of six inspector's files had no documentation
to show that the inspector had attended and completed an eddy current
testing course. Subsequent, discussions revealed that he had been
certified without meeting this requirement. The vendor compliance
supervisor stated that this inspection skill is not needed since there is
no present vendor work activity which would require this skill; therefore,
this procedure was revised and the requirement omitted during ihis
inspection.

This is a Severity Level V Violation. (Suppiement II) (445/8432-05;
446/8411-05)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Texas Utilities Electric Company is
hereby required to submit to this office, within 30 days of the date of this
Notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, including: (1) the
corrective steps which have been taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective
steps which will be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the date when
full compliance will be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your
response time for good cause shown.

Dated:
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APPENDIX B

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

NRC Inspection Reporti: 50-445/84-32 Construction Permit: CPPR-126
50-446/84-11 CPPR-127
Dockets: 50-445 Category: A2
50-446

Licensee: Texas Utilities Electric Company

Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201
Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Units 1 and 2
Inspection At: Dallas Corporate Office, Dallas, Texas

Inspection Conducted: August 20, 1984 through September 20, 1984

/1148

1ps Senior Resident Reactor Date
Inspcctor Construction

Inspector:

NRC Contract Personnel:

B. Freed, Senior Project Engineer, EG&G Idaho, Inc.
G. Themas, Quaiity Engineer, EG&G Idaho, Inc.

Approved: ;é }" Jqé ;m.%'[ff’ /2 %Z g4
0. M. Hudnicutt, Team Leader Date

Region IV Task Force

Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted August 20 through September 20, 1984 (Report 50-445/84-32;
Wﬁ%ﬁ_j— 315 SR
p6¢sagdazd @"W




-2-

Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection to determine how effectively
corporate management has implemented the QA program for controlling design,
procurement, and construction activities; and to determine how site management
interfaces with corporate management. The inspection involved

74 inspector-hours oy one NRC inspector and 176 inspector-hours by two NRC
contract personnel at the corporate office and the site.

Results: Within the two areas inspected, three violations were identified
(failure to regulariy review the status and adequacy of the QA program -
paragraph 2b.; failure to establish/impiement a comprehensive system of planned
and periodic audits - paragraphs 2c.(1l) and 2d.(3)(a); and failure to properly
certify a Level II vendor compliance inspector, - paragraph 2d. (3)(f).
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

W.

*D.
*R.
*D.

*
POREPIRNEINBCCOCPIOAD

Clements, Vice President Nuclear Operations, Texas Utilities

Generating Company (TUGCO)

. Chapman, Manager, Quality Assurance (QA), TUGCO
Spangler, Supervisor, QA Services, TUGCO
Anderson, Supervisor, QA Audits, TUGCO

Boren, Supervisor, Vendor Compliance, TUGCO
Spencer, QA Auditor, TUGCO

Hathcock, QA Auditor, TUGCO

. Napper, QA Auditor, TUGCO

Vega, Site QA Manager, TUGCO

M. Bielfeldt, Supervisor, Quality Engineering, TUGCO
Welch, Supervisor, QA, TUGCO

H. Roberts, Supervisor, Construction/Startup, TUGCO
T. Merritt, Assistant Manager, Engineering and Construction, TUGCO
Gentry, Manager, Project Support Services, TUGCO
Peyton, Supervisor, Purchasing, TUGCO

Strange, Supervisor, Engineering Support, TUGCO
Baker, Staff Engineer, TUGCO

Harriscn, Supervisor, Technical Services, TUGCO
Krishnan, Supervisor Stress Analysis Group, TUGCO

ANCICOXE

. Williams, Drafting Supervisor, TUGCO

Purdy, Site QA Manager, Brown & Root Inc. (B&R)

. L. Moller, Site Manager, Westinghouse

*Denotes those attending one or more exit interviews.

2. Texas Utilities Management of QA Activities

-

—
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Introduction

The objective of this inspection was to determine the status of the
construction QA program and the effectiveness of implementation of
the corporate QA program for ongoing design, procurement, and
construction activities.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the QA commitments described in

Section 17.1, "Quality Assurance During Design and Construction."
Texas Utilities Electric Company (TUEC), as the applicant, has
delegated to Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) the
responsibility and authority for engineering, design, procurement,
construction, operation, and QA activities zt Comanche Peak Steam
Electrical Station (CPSES). Gibbs & Hill Inc. (G&H), is the
Architect-Engineer (AE) and provides JUGCO with design, engineering,
and procurement services as requested. Westinghouse (W) is the
Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS) supplier and provides TUGCO with
the design, engineering, procurement and fabrication services for the
NSSS and the initial supply of nuclear fuel. Brown and Root, Inc.
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(B&R) is the Construction Manager/Constructor and provides
construction services at the site, including the QA program for ASME
Division 1 Code work.

Organization

The TUGCO corporate management structure and responsibilities were
described in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR); and the various
TUGCO QA manuals and procedures described how FSAR requirements were
implemented to control design, procurement, and construction
activities. Recent organizational changes pertaining to the QA
program were described in FSAR figures 17.1-1, 17.1-2, 17.1-3,
17.1-4, and 17.1-5 which were included in Amendment 50 dated July 13,
1984.

Recently, there have been three important Q' personnel changes. A
new site QA manager reported in March 1984, a new site quality
engineering supervisor repcrted in August 1984, and a new vendor
compliance supervisor was recently selected. These organizational
changes were made to replace individuals who were reassigned or
promoted to other positions, and these changes were reported to the
NRC. The independence and effectiveness of the QA effort do not
appear to be adversely affected by these changes.

The assistant project general (APG) manager reports to both the VP of
engineering and construction and to the TUGCO Executive VP of
operations. Discussions with the APG manager confirmed this and that
he was supervised by beth. This management practice is questionable.
The CPSES QA Plan Section 1.2, paragraph 1.2.1, does not describe the
APG manager's interface with or the responsibility to the VP nuclear
operations. Subsequent discussions with TUGCO QA personnel revealed
that this position was discussed in the startup QA manual. This item
is considered unresolved pending clarification of the QA plan and
further review during a subsequent inspection. (445/8432-01;
446/8411-01)

QA Program

TUGCO QA Program Plan and subtier procedures for design,
construction, engineering, and procurement described the control of
all related project and quality activities. A sample of these
procedures were reviewed and documented in NRC Inspection Report No.
50-445/84-22; 50-446/84-07.

The Quality Assurance Program (described in the FSAR) provided the
delegation of design, engineering, construction, and procurement
functions to prime contractors, subcogtractors, and vendors. It
stated that the TUGCO audit program assured that these organizations
had adequate QA programs and verified implementation of the overall
QA program within TUGCO.
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The inspectors reviewed the QA program procedures and any objective
evidence to determine if the applicant regularly reviewed the status
and adequacy of the QA program as required by Criterion II of
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, the PSAR and FSAR, and ANSI N45.2-1971.
Reviews and discussions revealed no documented requirements or
evidence that the QA program status and adequacy had been reviewed by
the applicant. In crder to determine if the QA program had been
assessed, the inspector: -eoviewed additional information. In late
1981 and 1982 audits wer srformed by a consultant (Fred Lobbin), by
Sargent and Lundy (using 0 criteria), and by TUGCO (using INPO
criteria). Each of these audits evaluated limited aspects of the QA
program. In 1983 Cygna evaluated the design program.

The Lobbin Report (February 4, 1982) R-82-01, contained four major
findings:

. level of experience within the TUGCO QA organization is low;
i.e., commercial nuclear plant design and construction QA
experience;

. staffing for the audit and surveillance functions is inadequate;

. the number and scope of design and construction audits conducted
by TUGCO QA to date has been limited; and

. QA management has not defined clearly the objectives for the
surveillance program resulting in a program which, in the
author's (Lobbin) opinion "is presently ineffective."

The TUGCO QA manager responded to these findings in an office
memorandum (QBC-18), dated February 23, 1982. This response
basically concurred with these findings.

The response committed to recruit nuclear experienced individuals, to
increase the number and scope of site audits, and to more effectively
use the surveillance program. Two program reports (QBC-25 and 29)
regarding these matters were issued from the QA manager to the VP
nuclear operations on May 21 and August 31, 1982, respectively.

Following the Lobbin Report, the NRC performed a CAT inspection

(IR 445/83-18; 446/83-12 dated April 11, 1983) and included a review
of the TUGCO audit program at the corporate offices. The inspection
inciuded a review of 18 audits (conducted between 197& and early
1983), auditor qualifications, audit planning and scheduling, audit
reporting and followup, and audit program effectiveness. The report
concluded that weaknesses existed in the established QA audit program
and included the scheduling and frequency of audits, the lack of
effective monitoring of the construction program, and the lack of
effective resolution of certain audit findings. The inspection also
indicated that the QA program should have been more effective.
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Based on the findings in the Lobbin report, and the findings in the
NRC CAT report, the QA program continues to exhibit weaknesses. The
continuing weaknesses in the QA program over a significant period of
time reinforce the need for the applicant to routinely assess the
status and adequacy of the QA program routinely to ensure that the
areas are identified and acequate and timely corrective action is
taken to correct the QA program weaknesses.

The failure to regularly review the status and adequacy of the QA
program as required is a violation of Criterion II of Appendix B to
10 CFR 50. (445/8432-02; 446/8411-02)

Management of the TUGCO Audit Program

(1) Program Requirements

FSAR Subsections 17.1.2, "QA Program," and 17.1.18, "Audits," require
internal audits of (TUGCO corporate and site activities) and external
audits (prime contractors, subcontractors and vendors) to evaluate
the effectiveness of the QA program by verifying conformance with
design requirements; compliance with established requirements,
methods and procedures; and implementation of corrective action.
These commitments require the establishment and implementation of a
comprehensive system of planned and periodic audits of all aspects of
the QA program.

The TUGCO audit program consisted of internal and external audits of
design, construction, engineering, and procurement activities. TUGCO
also retained responsibility for the external audits that were
usually delegated to the AE and NSSS organizations; i.e., audit of
vendors. In addition to construction and vendor audits, the TUGCO
audit group was also responsible for performing
preoperational/startup and plant operation audits.

TUGCO committed to the audit requirements of ANSI N45.2.12-1973,
Draft 3, Revision 0, Section 3, "Audit System," and these program
management objectives are:

to determine that a QA program has been developed and documented
in accordance with applicable requirements;

. to verify that the program has been implemented,
. to assess program effectiveness;
. to identify program nonconformance; and

. to verify program correction where appropriate.
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This section also stated that to achieve these ANSI standard
objectives full management backing, manpower, funding, and facilities
shall be available to implement the system of audits.

(2) NRC Evaluation of Planning/Implementation of Program

The NRC inspector reviewed and evaluated the applicant's plans,
procedures, and number of audits performed (see paragraph 2e below)
and determined that planning was inadequate. This audit effort was
too large for the four available TUGCO auditors in 1981, even though
additional specialists were utilized to assist with the audit
activities.

(a) The inspector reviewed and evaluated planning documents (formal
and informal) used by the TUGCO QA manager, supervisor QA
services, and supervisor QA audits. The review and discussions
with these individuals revealed that annual audit plans were
based on the audit of organizations rather than activities.
TUGCO Audit Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 0, dated August 9, 1978
required:

. semiannual internal audits,
semiannual construction audits,

. annual AE aﬁdits,

. annual NSSS audits, and

. annual plant operation audits.

However, for vendor aud .s the procedure required:

. first audit at 15 percent; and second audit at 60 percent |
“jtem completion" by reactor coolant pressure boundary

vendors;

. one audit of engineered safeguards vendors at 25 percent
item completion; and

audit of balance of plant (other safety-related) vendors as
determined by the manager QA.

This doec not meet the requirements of paragraphs 3.4.1 and
3.4.2 "Scheduling," of ANSI N45.2.12 which requires, “Auditing
be initiated as early in the life of the activity as

practicable . . . applicable elements of the QA program shall be
audited at least annually or at least once within the life of
the activity whichever is shorter.”
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Furthermore, Audit ‘rocedure CQP-CS-4, Revision 2, April 16,
1981, and Revision 10, June 4, 1984, have further reduced the
(scheduling) frequency of audits. Revision 10 now states, in
part, "3.2.1, The following organizations will be audited on a
regularly scheduled basis but in accordance with Regulatory
Guide (RG) 1.33, Revision 2, January 1978, Regulatory

Position 4: a. AE; b. NSSS; c. constructor; d. TUGCO Internal;
e. Preoperational/Startup; f. Plant Operations;

g. Subcontractor. . . 3.2.1 In lieu of regularly scheduled
audits of vendors TUGCO QA will perform the following:

a. Monitor the individual vendor ratings which are based on
vendor performance . . . b. for those vendors who cannot be
evaluated based on vendor ratings . . . regularly scheduled
audits will be performed based on level of activity." The NRC
inspector discussed with TUGCO management the fact that RG 1.33
is for operations and does not fully address the requirements of
the construction QA program.

This failure to develop audit program procedures which
adequately address and describe QA program requirements and
commitments is a violation of Appendix B, 10 CFR Part 50,
Criterion XVIII (445/8432-03a; 446/8411-03a).

In addition to evaluating to determine if annual audits were
planned, the NRC inspector requested objective evidence which
would demonstrate that planning for audits for calendar years
1983 and 1984 included a method to verify compliance with all
aspects of the QA program and to determine the effectiveness of
the QA program. The review of the objective evidence revealed
that the planning was not adequate, particularly regarding the
audit basis, status, and tracking. The only objective evidence
available consisted of a listing of planned audits of internal
organizations and contractors each year and a summary of 1983
audit results and criteria audited; however, this data in many
cases did not list the criteria audited and while reviewing
older audits it was noted that an "after the fact" review
resulted in identifying the applicable criteria covered for
various organizations.

The inspector requested a listing of selected site procedures
which were in effect in 1983 that were representative of site
safety-related activities and subject to audit by TUGCO
corporate QA. The review of the listings provided and the 1983
audics revealed the following information:
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Audits of Total Procedures % Audited
Procedures Procedures Audited/Referenced in 1983
TUGCO Quality

Documents Index

(December 20, 1983) 295 71 24

TUSI Engineering
Instruction Index
(December 2, 1983) 65 16 25

TUSI Nuclear Engineering
Procedures/Instructions

Index

(September 26, 1983) 26 18 69

TUSI Engineering Procedures

Index

(November 4, 1983) 30 12 40

B&R Quality Document

Index

(November 22, 1983) 51 20 39

B&R Construction Procedures

Index

(June 20, 1983) 189 28 _15
Total 356 165 25

Only 25 percent of the procedures (specific safety-related
activities) were audited in 1983. Although audits on a sampling
basis are acceptable, there was no evidence that all
safety-related areas were audited. The audits did not encompass
all aspects of the QA program in order to determine
effectiveness.

The failure to properly plan or produce evidence of adequate
planning for a comprehensive audit program to verify compliance
with all aspects of the QA program resulted in the failure to
audit significant parts of the QA program is a violation of
Criterion XVIII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 (445/8432-03b;
446/8411-03b).

The NRC inspector contacted the Westinghous (W) site manager to
review the procedure l1isting for safety-related activities which
TUGCO had audited. As indicated below, no audits of NSSS site
activities were performed in 1983. Discussions with the (W

site manager revealed that no audits had been performed by UGCO
QA in 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, or 1981. This was discussed with
the TUGCO audit staff and QA manager who did not disagree with
the stated audit frequency.



(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

W) Site Organization
xternal Total Procedures % Audited
Procedures Procedures Audited/Referenced in 1983

Westinghouse (W) Site
Applicable Procedure,

QA Manual, May 1983 18 ) -0~ -0~
PPD Procedures 14 Q- Q=
Installation Procedures 29 -0- -0-

The failure to audit (W) procedures (safety-related activities)
annually as required by ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3, Revision 0, of
the QA program is a violation of Criterion XVIII of Appendix B8
to 10 CFR Part 50, (445/8432-03c; 446/8411-03c).

The NRC inspector discussed The staffing of the Audit Program
with TUGCO QA management the findings of the Lobbin Report and
the NRC CAT Team Report regarding the staffing of the audit
functions. The discussions revealed that the TUGCO audit staff
had been increased from 4 to the present number of 12 between
1982 and 1984, and TUGCO management has been lcoking for 3 or

4 additional nuclear experienced auditors to further increase the
audit staff. However, it was also revealed that management had
not determined the total audits required nor the manpower needed
to accomplish the audits.

This matter is an unresolved item pending the determination of
the number of audits and auditors that will be needed to
effectively implement the audit program (445/8432-04;
446/8411-04).

The NRC inspector determined through review of charts and
procedures that current organization provided organizational T —
freedom from cost and schedule.

The NRC inspector evaluatad audit personnel gqualifications by
reviewing 14 personnel files of lead auditors and auditors.

This included presently employed and formerly employed auditors.
These personnel were qualified as required by TUGCO

Procedure DQI-QA-2.1, Revision 7, and ANSI N45.2.23-1978,
"Qualification of Quality Program Audit Personnel for Nuclear
Power Plants."

The NRC inspectors reviewed TUGCO Audit Procedures DQP-CS-4,
Revision 10 (June 4, 1984), and DQI-CS-4.6, Revision 7
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Implementation of the TUGCO Audit Program

The NRC inspectors selected three areas of the audit program to
review and evaluate implementation. Results of this evaluation are
discussed in the following paragraphs.

(1)

Internal Audits of Site Activities - The NRC inspector reviewed
the index which showed all site audits and found that

Audits TCP-1 through TCP-112 had been-performed between

March 1978 and August 1984. The number per year are:

(1) 4 in 1978; (2) 3 in 1979; (3) 10 in 1980; (4) 11 in 1981;
(5) 30 in 1982; (6) 29 in 1983; and (7) 22 during the first

8 months of 1984, After the audit program was found inadequate
in the consultant's report (Lobbin), the number of audits
increased from less than 1.0 per month in 1982 to 2.5 per month
in 1982. After the NRC CAT inspection report in 1983 this
number increased to 2.7 per month for the first 8 months of
1984. This indicates that positive action concerning these
reported weaknesses was taken; however, as previously discussed
objective evidence was not available that the required number of
audits and auditors has been identified. This item was
previously identifiad above as unresolved.

The 1983 and 1984 audit schedule included each audit scheduled,
cancelled, and any additional audits planned or performed.
Where audits were cancelled, they were rescheduled and other
audits were added and performed. This effort was well
documented.

In 1983 the TUGCO audit group performed 158 audits. Sixty-five
internal audits of site aclLivities are as follows:

. construction/QC/ engineering - 33 audits;
. startup - 5 audits; and
. operations - 27 audits.

The NRC inspecior selected and reviewed 31 TCP 1983 audits of
site activities. The audit files included notification to the
organization audited, an audit plan, checklists, an audit
report, audit response, and evaluation/closeout of findings.
Audit reports reflected good preparation and execution.
Substantial findings generally resulted and were resolved.

Several lead auditors were interviewed zoncerning the management
of the TUGCO audit program. They stated that the audit program
had weaknesses or deficiencies in 1978 but they had witnessed
dramatic improvements and were confident that the audit program
was currently working well.

irmsiiipialD
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(2) Assurance of Design Control - 1JGCO management verified that
design was controlled in accordunce with the QA program
requirements and procedures thruugh administering an effective
audit program. The design control functiors were delegated to
the AE and (W); however, TUGCO was designated the engineering
organization responsibility for plant design.

The NRC inspector reviewed and avaluated the results documented
in 15 TUGCO internal. and external audit reports which
specifically relate to Criterion III of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, design and applicable procedures. These represent
all audits design and consisted of 8 audits of TUGCO, 3 of (W),
and 4 of G&H, engineering organizations. All audit findings,
concerns, and deficiencies were closed through correspondence
and were later verified through subsequent audits. Management
involvement was evident as the VP nuclear operations was on
concurrence and was furnished status reports by the QA manager.

In October 1982, TUGCO initiated a special audit effort to
review design using the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) performance objectives and criteria. Sargent & Lundy
personnel were used to perform this audit. This audit
identified 13 findings and TUGCO audit No. TNO-2, dated

June 1983, verified corrective action.

(3) Assurance Control of Procurement Activities - TUGCO management
elected to retain procurement responsibilities except for
certain functions delegated to the AE and NSSS. The NRC
inspector selected several functions retained by TUGCO to
determine if their audit program effectively monitored or
verified that procurement activities were accomplished in
accordance with the QA program and applicable procurement
prcsedures. Management involvement with procurement documents,
bid/source evaluation, and specific QA inputs were reviewed by
the inspector. The vendor audits and evaluation of vendors were
a large work effort. Tha following are the results of this
review and evaluation.

The NRC Comanche Peak Special Review Team Report dated July 13,
1984, at the site identified a potential violation, i.e.,
failure to perform annual audits of vendors. The report
documented an inspection of the procurement effort at site and
part of this inspection included determining the frequency of
vendor audits. As a result of the special inspection, the TU3CO
QA manager approved an FSAR change request, dated August 3,
1984, which asked that TUGCO be allowed to adopt WNRC RG 1.144
audit requirements in lieu of ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3,

i Revision 0, for construction and ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 4,

i Revision 2 for operations. This requested change would not

- change the requirement to perform internal audits annually but
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would reduce the requirement to perform annual audits of
suppliers. Considering this requested QA program change which
had not been approved by the NRC, the following are the
inspeccion results:

(a) The NRC inspector reviewed the TUGCO vendor audit program

(b)

for 1983 to determine compliance with commitments (FSAR
Section 17, paragraph 17.1.18), ANSI N45.2.12 and TUGCO
procedures DQP-CS-4 and DQI-CS5-4.5.

The annual audit schedule revealed that 60 vendor audits
were scheduled during 1983. Audit TCLC-2 was cancelled
(lack of activity with Purchase Order CPC-307) and

audit TBS-3 was rescheduled (delayed by 1 week) as a result
of NRC CAT Team inspection findings. The NRC inspector
selected 3 vendor audit files, TVO-1, TMM-3, and TBF-2, for
review to determine the extent of the audits as applicable
to the audit plan checklist, noted deficiencies, concerns,
and comments. Also included in this review were the
corrective actions and/or preventive action documented in
writing by the vendor in response to the applicable audit
findings. Documents in file closed the audit findings and
indicated that followup on corrective action would be
verified during the next audit.

The NRC inspector reviewed the vendor audit frequency to
determine if TUGCO established a schedule to annually audit
vendors. The licensee commitment to ANSI N45.2.12,

Draft 3, Revision 0, requires annual Judits or at least
once within the life of the activity. Neither procedural
requirements were established, nor were vendors auditea
annually.

The failure to estabiish procediral requirements and to
perform annual vendor audits is a violation of
Criterion XVIII of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and

ANSI N45.2.12, Draft 3, Revision O (445/8432-03d;
446/8411-03d).

The NRC inspector reviewed the approved vendors list (AVL)
program for 1983 to verify that methods used by TUGCO to
qualify vendors to supply safety-related materials, parts,
and services were consistent with the QA plan, procedural
requirements, and commitments described in

ANSI N45.2.13-1976. A review of supplemental memos and
preaward survey files and revisions 9 through 12 of the AVL
verified that the AVL was current. This review showed

33 additions, 40 status changes, and 1 deletion to the AVL
for the period January 24, 1983, through December 2C, 1983.
The preaward survey files reviewed were consistent with
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Procedures DQP-CS-4, Revision 10, and DQI-CS-4.2,

Revision 3, December 1, 1982. Ouring the review of
preaward survey files, the inspector confirmed that formal
identification letters, the survey date, and the scope of
the survey (checklist) were consistent with the vendor QA
l program. Also, the corrective action responses by the

; supplier concerning noted deficiencies, concerns, and

! comments were reviewed, and followup action verified in a
subsequent audit.

O g = S -

(¢) The NRC inspector reviewed the vendor performance

evaluation (VPE) system to determine compliance with

- commitment and procedural requirements. TUGCO Procedure

f DQP-CS-4.3, paragraph 1.1 stated that the purpose of the

y evaluation was to establish a comprehensive method of

7 identifying system weaknesses in vendor QA programs through
acceptable/unacceptable hardware information generated as a
result of vendor release inspections. The VPE files
included release inspection trip report cover sheets,
vendor rating sheets, releases, and the inspection
checklists as required by TUGCO Procedure DQI-CS-4.3,
Revision 4, paragraph 3.1.

The NRC inspector reviewed 3 VPE packages to determine that
the quality assurance services (QAS) group's review was
consistent with procedural requirements. One vendor file
(Paul Monroe Hydraulic) was still active pending
engineering review and evaluation on the 0O-ring discrepancy
identified during release inspection at Remo Hydraulics
(Purchase Order CPF-11436-S issued to Paul Monroe
Hydraulics) for 20 hydraulic snubber assemblies. As
required by DQP-VC-3, one vendor package (Meddco Metals)
was being held on a yellow flag sheet to alert TUGCO
auditors of next request for release so that TUGCO auditors
could accompany the TUGCO vendor compliance inspector to
resurvey the vendor. One other vendor (Volumetrics)
performance evaluation record was reviewed and it showed a
vendor rating of greater than 90. The NRC inspector
interviewed the QA audit supervisor to determine what
objective evidence (as required by referenced TUGCO
Procedure DQI-CS-4.3, paragraph 3.2) was used to perform
the vendor evaluation and support vendor ratings. Preaward
surveys, previous audits, and receiving inspection reports
were used as objective evidence to give the rating.

The NRC inspector reviewed the receiving inspection
activity for previous release inspection shipments relative
to the aforementioned vendors. Receipt inspection
consisted of shipping damage inspection, receipt of
documentation, identification, and quality assurance
release. :

[ e e e e e e
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The NRC inipector reviewed the method by which the licensee
performed source selection to determine that procedural
requirements were met. QA plan Section 4.0, Revision 4,
July 31, 1984, required that a purchase order for
safety-related items not be issued to a vendor unless TUGCO
QA bad reviewed and accepted the purchase order; i.e., QA
determines whether QA provisions are adequate and
determinas that a preaward evaluation recommends selection
of the vendor.

when procurement solicited bids outside the AVL, TUGCO QA
requested that an uncontrolled copy of the vendors quality
assurance manual be sent with the bid response. In the
event of a positive bid response from the unapproved
supplier, the TUGCO procurement group forwards the QAM and
a request for QA program evaluation, Form QA-VE, to the
TUGCO QA audit group supervisor to initiate a preaward
survey per QA Procedure DQT-CS-4.4, paragraph 3.1.
However, until the preaward survey is completed and a
supplemental memo has been issued by the audit group
supervisor, no further procurement action was taken.

The NRC inspector reviewed the actions taken when an
acceptable bidder takes exceptions to the purchase order or
subcontract. Upon receipt of the exception, procurement
filled out an expediting request, assigns a procurement log
number, and forwarded this request to the field requisition
originator for engineering review and evaluation. Should
the engineering group allow the exception, the necessary
actions, i.e., design changes. were initiated. The
expediting request was returned to procurement accompanied
by a field requisition documenting the change with the
approval signatures of engineering and QA.

The NRC inspector reviewed the method by which TUGCO
performed vendor item s:cepiance of safety-related
materials, parts, and components. TUGCO

Procedure DQP-VC-1, Revision 8, June 4, 1984,

paragraph 1.1, specified that the purpos2 was to establish
guideiines for performing final inspection and release of
TUGCO purchased equipment and applies to both
safety-related and nonsafety-related equipment. This
procedure allowed for a waiver, in which case the
inspection checklist applicable to the prucurement
specification became the responsibility of CPSES receiving
inspection as described in B&R CPSES Procedure CP-QAP-8.1,
Revision 8, June 11, 1984, paragraph 3.4.1

The NRC inspector reviewed six vendor compliance
inspector's files to determine if training/certification
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records met the requirements of ANSI N45.2.6-1978 and TUGCO
Procedure DQP-VC-4, "Guidelines for Certifying Vendor
Compliance Personnel." Section 3.2.2 states that a

Leve! II inspector shall attend and satisfactorily complete
the nondestructive examination (NDE) courses. One
inspector had not complieted all of the NDE courses but had
been certified. This finding was discussed with the vendor
compliance supervisor who stated that there is no real need
for certification in eddy current testing since inspectors
do not utilize this NDE technique and the requirements
would therefore be deleted from the procedure. The NRC
inspector verified the deletion of this requirement and
procedural revision during this inspection.

The failure to certify the inspector in accordance with the
procedure is a violation of Criterion V of Appendix B to
10 CFR 50 (445/8432-05; 446/8411-05).

No other violations or deviations were identified.

TUGCO Corporate QA - Site QA Activities Interface

Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 requires TUGCO to establish proper
organizational and management interfaces, and procedures must describe how
various organizations coordinate and coununicate design, procurement,
engineering, construction, and QA/control activities and information. The
following paragraphs describe inspection of this regquirement.

a. Site Organization

TUGCO Procedure CP-QP-3.0, Revision 15, July 30, 1984, described the
site QA organization for design and construction. This organization
consisted of a site QA manager, QA supervisor, and a QC supervisor.
The site group performed no audit function, however, they did perform
QA surveillances. The site group consisted of 13 QA/QC managers and
more than 150 lead/QC inspectors and quality engineers. These
personnel inspected non-ASME work.

B&R QA manual and implementing Procedure CP-QAP-03.01, Revision 6,
described their responsibilities for QA/QC and construction
activities pertaining to ASME work. This organization consisted of a
Q/. manager, QE supervisor, and a QC supervisor. The total QA/QC work
force involved with design/construction activities was approximately
100.

Several other site subcontractors such as Bahnson, Brand Industrial

Services, Inc., and Chicago Bridge and Iron, have small QA groups on
site and, as is the case with B&R, these organizat1ons were aud1ted

by their respective corporate off1ces
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The NRC inspector interviewed the TUGCO site QA manager to determine
how the site QA group interfaced with the corporate QA office. He
stated that daily conversations occur between managers of these
organizations, however, he did not make written summary reports.
Quarterly trending reports which analyze reported nonconformances and
deficiencies are sent to the corporate QA manager.

s -

b. Site Surveillances

The NRC inspector noted that surveillances were briefly mentioned in
TUGCO Procedure DQP-CS-4, Revision 10; however, there was no mentiun
of how or if the surveillances would be used to complement the audit
program. During discussions with the QA manager and other personnel,
it was revealed that procedures were not tracked to assure that all
were audited. The present audit staff could not audit all site

~ procedures annually. The NRC inspector pointed out that the

' surveillance functica may complement and be used to (1) check that
all procedures are implemented; (2) identify nonconfcrming trends;
and (3) to feed potentially deficient or weak areas to the audit
group which could, in turn, factor this information into the audit
program. Audit priorities could then be established and the audit
personnel could be more effectively used.

TUGCO Surveillance Procedures CP-QP-11.2, 19.3, 19.4, 19.5, 19.5,
19.7, 20.0, and 27.0 described the surveillances of specific
acti es: however, »

the inspection revealed a e : e

from a supervisor and eight technical personnel to four technical
personnel. Considering the Lobbin Report this reduction of
surveillance effort may not be a prudent action.

! As noted in the findings in the Lobbin Report; i.e., QA management

| had not clearly defined the objectives and scope of the surveillance
program, it appeared that TUGCO needed to strengthen the surveillance
program. The TUGCO management decision to commit to a surveillance
program was a strength, but this lack of purpose and direction and
support was a program weakness.

Additionally, the surveillance group was no longer observing work in
Unit 1 but will now place most of their effort on Unit 2 construction
activities.

This matter is consideredmnding clarification of the
audit and surveillance progr ; and further review during a

subsequent inspection (Msu ).
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The NRC inspector randomly selected and reviewed 28 surveillances
performed in 1982, 1983, and 1984. Findings and resolutions of Lhese
findings were reviewed and in each case, written responses and
corrective action were adequate.

Site Design Activities

The NRC inspector reviewed and evaluated selected site activities
pertaining to design verifications, design changes, design inputs,
and control of verdor drawings as follows:

(1)

(2)

Design Verification - The NRC inspector interviewed the TUGCO
supervisor of engineering, support, and other engineering
personnel to determine how design verifications were performed,
and examined the related procedures, logs, and design
verification packages. Authorized design verifiers were
maintained on lists and an automated tracking system was in
place to assure that all design changes, i.e., design change
authorizations/component modification cards (DCA/CMC) were
verified. Three design verification reports were reviewed to
assure that the design verifier was on the authorized list.
Design verifiers were not to be involved in the original design
review to assure an independence. It was noted that each
DCA/CMC was being reviewed for verification. If there was no
authorized signoff, then the design was verified.

Audit TGH-23, conducted during August 1984, concentrated on
Unit 1 quality related activities for which onsite G&H design
review team had responsibility. The audit involved evaluation
of the program established and impiemented for site review and
processing of changes (CMA and DCC) associated calculations and
287 design review packages were reviewed. No major technical
problems were identified during this audit.

Design Changes - The NRC inspectcr interviewed engineers a-d
draftsmen in TUGCO engineering to determine how design chinges
were processed and examined the related procedures, files,
reports, and tracking systems. A master list was maintained
identifying those individuals who were authorized to approve
design changes and G&H updates this list by memo. The NRC
review of three design review files verified that the reviewers
were on the authorized list.

The NRC inspector also reviewed the method used to incorporate
field changes (DCA/CMC) into related drawings and the subsequent
review, approval, and incorporation of changes into as-built
drawings. One observation required additional discussions. The
drafting supervisor's (piping support) authority to incorporate
a change into a drawing was transmitted and signed by a clerk.
This was clarified as being acceptable by management because it
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was in accordance with established procedure (CP-EI 4.6-8,
paragraph 3.3) and also, as a final control, the as-built
drawing was reviewed and approved by an authorized project
engineer prior to release.

The NRC inspector examined how the TUGCO administrative services
group handled NRC IE Bulletins, Circulars, and Information
Notices. These documents were coordinated by the operations
support department and were distributed to the appropriate TUGCO
engineering group for action. Design changes resulting from
these inputs were processed in accordance with established
design control procedures. Responses from personnel receiving
these reports were reviewed to verify that the reports were
adequately addressed. Summary reports and log sheets are used
to keep management current as to the status of the responses.

An INPC audit of the operating experience review program in 1982
noted the following good practice, "The procedures for handling
industry experience are excellent and are expected to provide a
firm bace for developing an effective industry experience
program.”

CC QA audit Report TUG-41 was conducted in December 1983 to
review implementation of the operations support program for
evaluating and responding to NRC IE Bulletins, IE Notices,

IE Circulars, and generic letters. The auditors found the
program in compliance with procedural requirements and the
overall effectiveness of the program appeared to be adequate.

Design Document Control - Two packages were reviewed and these
contained evidence of vendor data checklists, indexes, approval
letters, and the vendor stamp on drawings was abserved.

Site Procurement Activities

The NRC inspector determined that the TUGCO procurement function was
delegated to the TUGCO site organization. The major procurements
occurred several years ago; however, present procurement activities

associated with items procured offsite for installation were performed

by TUGCO or were contracted to G&H, (W), or B&R who were evaluated
and qualified by TUGCO QA. Procurement documents were reviewed,
approved, and controlled; and receipt inspection of safety-related

items on site was performed in accordance with written procedures and

checklists.

The NRC inspector selected two procurement actions for review:

-

P.0. CPF-1233-S issued to Combusiion-Engineering for the
procurement of a heated junction thermocouple system.

CPF-10469-S issued to Paul Monroe Hydraulics to refurbish four
Rockwell International actuators.
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Both the procurement actions were reviewed to determine that
technical requirements were commensurate with the scope of the
procurement and was authenticated by engineering review in accordance
with TUGCO engineering division Procedure CP-EP-3.0, Section 2.0(d).
Both procurement actions reflected the necessary QA review
signatures, as required by TUGCO engineering division

Procedure CP-EP-5.0, paragraph 3.1.2; QA Procedure DQP-CS-2,
paragraph 3.1.8; and instruction QI-QP 5.0.1. A1l field requisitions
initiated to generate a supplement to the aforementioned purchase
orders were reviewed and documented as required by

Procedure CP-EP-5.0. Reporting requirements set forth by

10 CFR Part 21 were included in the purchase order. The NRC
inspector reviewed and verified that both purchase orders specified
that the supplier shall establisn provisions for imposing similar QA
requirements on applicable subtier vendors.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to determine whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or deviations. lnresolved items are identified in this
report in paragraphs 2.a, 2.c¢.(2) and 3.b.

Exit Interview

The NRC inspector met with members of the TUGCO staff (denoted in
paragraph 1) at various times during the course of the inspection. The
scope and findings of the inspection were discussed.
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In Reply Refer To:
Docket: 50-445/84-16 FEB 1S £

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

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letters of November 1, 1984, November 28, 1984, and
January 14, 1985, in response to our letter and Notice of Violation dated
October 4, 1984. We have reviewed your reply and find it responsive to the
concerns raised in our Notice of Violation. We will review the implementation
of your corrective actions during @ future inspection to determine that full

compliance has been achieved and will be maintained.

Sincerely,

gned B

- y Si
Originad NI CUTV.'

D. M. HUN

D. R. Hunter, Chief
Reactor Project Branch 2

cc:

See next page FO\A—BS’Sg
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ee:

Texas Utilities Electric Company

ATIN: B. R. Clements, Vice
President, Nuclear

Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 8!

Dallas, Texas 75201

Texas Utilities Electric Company

ATTN: J. W. Beck, Manager,
Licensing

Skyway Tower

400 North Olive Street

Lock Box 81

Dallas, Texas 75201

bcc to DMB (I1EO1)

bce distrib. by RIV:
RPB1

RSTS Operator

RRI-0PS

RRI-CONST

J. Gagliardo, Task Force
D. Hunnicutt, Task Force
R. Bangart, D/DRSS

V. Noonan, NRR

S. Treby, ELD

RIV File

, ' ?
A

0‘”9 Ve

%_@_74% ﬁw
/vé««'"o//

MIS System
EP&RPB
R. Denise, D/DRSP

Juanita E11is, Pres.- CASE
Renea Hicks, A/Atty General, EP Div.-TX
Texas State Department of Health
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Region Iv - :
U.S. Nuct
Office o -f
611 Ryan
Arlingtoh 1A qux ~‘) S ot

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
ADD " TTONAL RESPONSE TO
Neo NGTICE OF VIOLATION
INSPL "7 TON REPORT NO. 84-16
FitE NO.: 10130

Dear Mr. Bangart:

In our initial response to this Notice of Violation (B.R. Clements to R.L. Bangart,
November 1, 1984, TXX-4346), we stated that we had commenced an evaluation to
address the generic implications, if any, of this Item of Noncompliance on Unit

1 Cable Tray Hangers (CTH's) and that we anticipated completing this evaluation

by November 30, 1984.

On November 28, 1984, we provided an additional response on this issue (B.R.
Clements to R.L. Bangart, TXX-4369) in which we indicated our actions to perform
field walkdowns of CTH's in Unit 1 and evaluate the results of these inspections

had been initiated with anticipated completion of this activity by January 15,
1985.

. To resolve this issue, we have estabiished a CTH Unit 1 Special Analysis Group
- consisting of TUGCO, Gibbs & Hill, and Ebasco personnel with personnel from

mroviding an independent inspection activity.
e procedures/instructions under which this analysis group will operate have

been issued and personnel have been certified to perform the required inspections.
Drawings generated for use during the inspection process are virtually complete.
Currently, we are firnalizing the remaining details of our overall plan. The
completed action plan will be available for your review by January 21, 1985.

I l '
W ADIVISION OF TEAMGS TTTILITIES ELMITHRIC CONMPANY
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TXX-4393
1/14/85
Page 2

It is expected that all inspections of these CTH's will be completed by early
February, 1985, and final analysis results will be available by mid-February,
1985.

Very truly yours,

BRC:tlg

cc: NRC Region IV - (0 + 1 copy)
Director, Inspection & Enforcement (15 copies)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. V.S. Noonan

s e A PRIV S e R Y 1 P Smew >




TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY

SKYWAY TOWEN + 400 NORTH OLIVE STREET, L.B. 81 » DALLAS, TEXAS 73201

Tt e s November 28, r1984__ , 3
TXX-4369 "D E@.nggm
)/ =i
" Novzoes ||
Mr. Richard L. Bangart, Director h\l» lL’j
Region IV Comanche Peak Task Force L .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 Docket No.: 50-445
Arlington, TX 76011

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
ADDITIONAL RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
INSPECTION REPORT NO. 84-16
FAILURE TO PROPERLY INSPECT CABLE TRAY HANGERS (CTH)

Dear Mr. Bangart:

In our initial response to this Notice of Violation (B.R. Clements to R.G.
Bangart, November 1, 1984, TXX-4346) we stated that we had commenced an
evaluation to address the generic implications, if any, of this Item of
Noncompliance on Unit 1 Cable Tray Hangers and that we anticipated completing
this evaluation by November 30, 1984. Although several actions have been
taken to perform field walkdowns of CTH's in Unit 1, including subsequent
engineering evaluations of the findings of these walkdowns, this effort has
not been compieted to date.

Based on the current progress in this area we expect to complete this activity
by January 15, 1985 at which time we will provide you with an evaluation of
our findings and corrective actions taken or planned.

Very truly yours,

BRC:tlg

cc: NRC Region IV -~(0 + 1 copy)
Director, Inspection & Enforcement (15 copies)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. V.S. Noonan
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TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY

BEYWAY TOWERNK + 400 NORTH OLIVE STREET, L.B. 8] *DALLAN, TEXAS 75201

BILLY R CLEMENTS November 1, 1984
WICE "R DANT UL LAAR OFLPAT . OMS TXX #A}“b

Docket No.: 50-445

Mr. Richard L. Bangart, Director
Region IV Comanche Peak Task Force
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 7601]

Dear Mr. Bangart:

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
RESPONSE TO NRC NOTICE OF VIOLATION
INSPECTION REPORT NO. 84-16

We have reviewed your letter dated October 4, 1984 on the inspection conducted
by Mr. L. E. Martin and other members of your staff of activities authorized
by NRC Consetruction Permit CPPR-126 for Comanche Peak, Unit 1. We are

hereby responding to the Notice of Violation listed in Appendix A of that
letter.

To #2id in the understanding of our response, we have repeated the Notice of
Violation followed by our respcnse. We feel the enclosed information to be
responsive to the Inspectors' findings. If you have any questions, please

advise.

Yours truly,

@42/ el rSE
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NRC Region IV = (0 + 1 copy)
Director, Inspection &§ Enforcement (15 copies)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. V. S. Noonan
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APPENDIX A

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Texas Utilities Electric Company Docket: 50-445/84-16

Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station

Construction Permit: CPPR-126

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted during the period of
May 14 through June 20, 1984, and in accordance with the NRC Enforcement
Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), 47 FR 8583, dated March 9, 1984, the
following violations were identified:

A.

Failure to Properly Inspect Cable Tray Hangers (CTHs)

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X requires that the inspection
program of activities affecting quality shall be established and con-
ducted in a manner to verify conformance with the documented instructions,
procedures, and drawings.

Procedure QIi-QP-11.10-2, Rev. 27, “"Cable Tray Hanger Inspection,”
specifies the inspection attributes for inspecting assembly, configur-
ation, base plate grouting, welding, etc., for conformance with design
drawings and documents.

Contrary to the above:

3.

The NRC inspectors identified two cases where three supports shared
common clip angle attachments to the concrete wall. CTHs 6507, 6504,
nd 6505 shared a common clip angle that was not called for on
wing 2323-5- Detail D for Case SP4 or OR CORPSRENT POETTication
Card (CMC) 11097. CTHs 6576, 6577, and 6578 shared common clip angles
that were not called for on Drawing 2323-5-303, Detail D for SP4.

The NRC inspectors identified two hangers where the dimensions did
not agree with the drawings. CTHs 6632 and 6638 both have installed
dimensions that are more an the 21/4 inch allowed tolerance from
those specified in the appropriate design documents. The dimensional
errors are specifically documented on Nonconformance Report M84-01834.

The dimensional errors of the members varied from 7/8 of an inch to
1 1/8 of an inch shorter than those shown on the FSE-00159 drawing.

The NRC inspectors identified two cable tray hapngers that did not
have the weld configuration specified on the design drawings.
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CTH 6642 and CTH 6645 both had horizontal welds at the clip angle
to support connection and the design drawings specified vertical
welds. |

4. The NRC inspectors identified
loor connections that

thke nut and the clip angle.

CTHs 5491, 5498 and 5499 had

es and
attachment I

The above are examples identified by the NRC inspectors where cable

Corrective Action

identifies instances where

The following actions have been taken to address this item

of non-compliance:

1. The specific problems with the cable tray hangers (CTH) have been
resolved by the issuance and completion of corrective actions for
NCR's M 84-01834, M 84-01835 and M 84-01836.

2. The details associated with this item of non-compliance indicate
that nts being provided
on - 1e s 1dentified in this item,

2 were dispositioned use-as-is and 3 hangers were reworked.

3. To determine if other CTHs had problems similar to those identified
in this item of non-compliance, all CTHs in the Unit 1 Reactor
Building having a design where a combination of welding to embed
plates and Hilti bolts was used for attachments were re-inspected.
This attachment design was selected for inspection since a common
element existed with :CTHs 5491, 5498 and 5499, identifiec in the
inspection report. The results of this walkdown inspection indicated
that a1l CTHs were installed in accordance with specific engineering
approval and met drawing requirements. }

Since the balance of problems identified in this item of non-compliance

are diverse, an evaluation to address generic implications, if any, on i
Jnit 1 CTHs is in progress. It is anticipated that this evaluation
will be completed by November 30, 1984, at which time an additional
response, including preventive actions regarding this item of non-
compliance will be provided.
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Failure to Provide Controlled Issuance of Design Documents and Changes

Thereto

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI, "Document Control," requires
that documents, such as instructions, procedures and drawings, including
changes thereto, be controlled and properly distributed to the location
where activities affecting quality are conducted. ANSI N45.2.11, Section
7 requires that documented procedures be used to control the issuance

of design documents and changes thereto and that these procedures shall
assure that documents are properly distributed.

Contrary to the above, it was determined that

. e list o
perations DCC to
be applicable did not agree with the Construction DCC list. In addition,
the effective revision of Drawings 2323-M1-0301 (CP-5), M1-0261 (CP-4)
and M1-0262 (CP-4) were not found in the control room file.

Corrective Action

The following corrective action has been taken. The manual method of
maintaining the list of applicable CMCs and design change authorizations

has been replaced with a computerized system. Computer terminals were
installed in the Control Room May 18, 1984 and became operational June

27, 1984. Terminals are also in operation in the Operations DCC and

other plant locations. As the list of CMCs and design change authorizations
is updated, this information is immediately available to Operations
personnel. The list is updated on the computer by TUGCO Nuclear Engineering
and is utilized by both Construction DCC and Operations DCC. This

change enables Operations DCC to effectively and accurately determine

the status of changes to design drawings.

The control and distribution of drawings by Operations DCC has been
improved by several changes. Reproduction equipment has been replaced
by more efficient equipment to enable Operations DCC to keep up with
the number of drawings they need to produce and control in the field. A
log system has been implemented for drawings received from Construction
DCC to monitor the length of time it takes to get new drawing revisions
issued to the control room and other field locations. These changes
will ensure that revisions of controlled drawings are issued to the
field in a timely manner.

Preventive Action

The above corrective measures will prevent any further document control
violations of this nature.

Date of Corrective Action Implementation

Action was taken on June 18, 1984 to ensure revisions of controlled
drawings are issued to the field in a timely manner. Computer terminals
are now installed and in operation to status design changes. A weekly
status printout will be available at each terminal by November 1, 1984
to provide additional preventive mecasure.
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