Commonwealth Edison

One First National Plaza, Chicago [linoss
Address Reply to. Post Office Box 767
Chicago. 'llinois 60690

January 12, 1984

Mr. A. Bert Davis

Assistant Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

793 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Braidwood Station Units 1 and 2
Response to Region III Concerns in the
Areas of Piping, HVAC and Electricsl
NRC Docket Nos. 50-456/457

Dear Mr. Davis:

Ouring the meeting held in your offices on December 20,
1983, the Commonwealth Fdison Company was provided an opportunity to
discuss the recent Region III inspectien findings in the areas of
piping, electrical and HVAC relative to our Braidwood Station.
Ouring that mseting, our presenlations provided the Region with an
overview of many positive actions that we have and are currently
taking at Praidwood Station relative to these inspection findings.
The ourpose of this letter is to briefly address each item of
concern individually as we now understand it.

As discussed on December 20, 1983, and in the Enclosures to
this letter, Commonwealth Edison does acknowledge and concur in some
of the inspection findings. However, for certalr: of the findings,
we do not agree with the Region's conclusions. We are hopeful that
the enclosed information will enable you and your Staff to further

evaluate Lie merit of your inspection findings in such instances.

In most cases, the information provided in the Enclosures
merely summarizes our position. We are available to further discuss
these matters at your convenience and have documentation in support
of our conclusions available for your inspection on site.

Very trul our
é y Y‘.
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ouis 0. DelGeorg

Assistant Vice-President
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Enclosures
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January 11, 1984

We appreciated the opportunity to present our story to you at the
Enforcement Conference in your Region III offices on December 20, 1983.
It was our intent to demonstrate to you at that time that building
guality into the Braidwood Proiect has been in the forefront of our
thinking and that we have taken many far-reaching steps since the August,
1982 Enforcement Conference. These started with extensive evaluations
and management reviews, including the Technical Support Group evaluation
of the Quality Control program and work activity effectiveness of each
contractor, and the Daniels Construction Company's independent review of
Phillips, Getschow traveler and hanger retro-fit documentation and
Quality Control's ability to support the construction effort. The steps
taken continued with Edison site management changes which drew heavily on
LaSalle County and Byrcon experience. 1In addition, and most importantly,
extensive changes and additions were made in the site contractors'
organizations, primarily but not exclusively in the Quality
Control/Quality Assurance areas. These additions looked to prior nuclear
construction experience to strengthen the site contractor management.
This new experience at Getschow has helped in totally revising the
traveler preparation and processing by establishing a document staticn
concept. Concurrently with these changes, large programs of
re-inspection, re-qualifications and review were bequn. Some examples of
these were the equipment re-inspection and hanger retro-fit programs with
Getschow, the inspection documentation review at Comstock and the hanger
retro-£it effort at Pullman.

The point to be made is that many changes were in process and were
to the point of bearing fruit when your inspectors visited the site
during several inspections in 1983 and expressed the concerns cited on
December 20, 1983. Some of these we had already identified; most wc had
not.

However, several of those concerns identified we feel we would have
found as new procedures, practices and management systems were setup. In
addition, many of the concerns we disagree with, some with regard to the
essential facts but more so in the characterization of the concern as a
basis for non-compliance. We might summarize all this as follows:



a) Concerns we believe we had previously identified:

HVAC - No. 5
Electrical - Nos. 1 and 4.c)
Small Bore - Nos. 5.a) and 5.b)
Large Bore - No. l.a)
b) Concerns identified during recent NRC inspections which we had
not previcusly identified:
Electrical - Nos. 1., 3.d), 3.f), 4.a), 4.b)*, 5.a), 5.b)*

mll BO!'Q & m. 1-.' 2-b).' 2-C)' 30' ‘.a)' ‘.b)*' S.C)l
5.d), 7.b), 8.

Large Bore - Nos. l.b), 2.

* We believe we would have found as new procedures, practices and
management systems were setup.

¢) Concerns which we do not agree with or do not consider bases
for Non-Compliance:

m =¥ "03. lo' 2.: 3-: ‘-' 6-1 -,-' 8.
Electrical - Nos. 3.a), 3.b), 3.c), 3.e), 6.a), 6.b)

Small Bore - Nos. 2.a), 6

We have attached our responses to the individual concerns expressed
by your staff at the December 20th Enforcement Conference. 1In the
discussion we have attempted to clarify the issue involved, where
necessary, and cited whether we agree or disagree. We trust that this
meets with your request that we be more responsive to the individual
concerns.

With this additional information, and review of the various quality
verification efforts initiated since August, 1982, we trust that you will
recognize the effectiveness of the re-inspection and verification
progrems and the controls that are now in place, sc that you will be

confident with both,

(02574)



1. Phillips, Getschow Company training program was inadequate based on
numerous errors identified in the Phillips, vetscnow Company hanger
calculations and considering the fact that all present hanger
selectors did not have prior design experience. Criteria 2.

DISCUSSION

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo) will not dispute the NRC
assessment that the Phillips, Getschow Company (PGCo) training
program was inadequate. This assessment was based on, (1) numerous
errors identified in Phillips, Getschow Company piping support
selection calculations and (2) the NRC's opinion that the present
hanger selectors should have prior design experience. Commonwealth
Edison Company Site Quality Assurance Audit No. 83-33 (July, 1983)
identified the need for training program improvements.

Phillips, Getschow Company procedure PGCP-22, 2" and Under and 2
1/2" - 4" Process Instrument Line S rts in Cate

Buildings, Revision 7, dated April 16, 1983, required the Field
Engineer supervisor to be responsible for training of qualified
personnel to perform piping layout and support selection. Phillips,
Getschow Company Procedure, PGCP-29, Qualifying and Training
Procedure for PG Field Hanger Selection Personnel was referenced in
PGCP-22, Revision 7. The training procedure, PGCP-29, establishes
the qualification and training requirements for personnel performing
support selections. The basic requirements tfor support selection
personnel include the following:

a. eaperience of one (1) year in support selection or a high
school education.

b. documented training in PGCP-22.

(.8 familiarization with applicable project documents (i.e. piping
line lists, piping design tables, support detail drawings,
etc.).

d. documented on-the-job training.

e. proficiency requirements/reviews.




Commonwealth Edison Company Site Quality Assurance performed an

implementation verification of PGCP-29 in their Audit No. 20-82-1%.

A review of training records shows the active and inactive support
selectors in October, 1983 had the necerssary training per
PGCP-29. These records are available at the site for NRC review.

The need for prior design expsrience for support selection
personnel is a subjective assessment by the NRC. The procedure
which established the qualification and training requirements
underwent m:lti-level reviews within Phillips, Getschow Company,
Commonwealth Edison Company and Sargent and Lundy. The concensus
of the qualified reviewers was that the qualification and training
requirements within the procedure are adequate for the type of
support selection activity being conducted by Phillips, Getschow
Company . or o ence is still not a requirement four
support selectors today. We request the WRC re-evaluate this
basis (i.e. subjective assessment) upon which the training
non-compliance is given.

LTS ACHI

Commonwealth Edison Company issued a stop work order on Phillips,
Getschow Company support selection activities until procedural and
traning aspects had been improved.

sargent and Lundy completed an independent review of previous
process piping support selections. This review amounted to an
independent design check of Phillips, Getschow Company support
selection work. The independent review results are available at
the site.

Phillips, Getschow Company has re-written PGCP-22 (Rev. 8) to
enhance the procedure itself, as well as it's implementation and
training aspects. The procedure re-write reflects improvements by
the new Phillips., Getschow Company management and input from
Sargent and Lundy to clarify any support selection gu.delines.

The procedu.e now specifies a more consistent methodology by which
a selector could better select and document calculations for
individual supports. It highlights and reinforces the Sargent and
Lundy requirements to the selector so he could more effectively
select and calculate supports. Additionally, training
requirements of PGCP-29 have been written into PGCP-22 (PGCP-29
has been deleted) and training has been expanded in scope,
quantity and intensity, including the addition of a proficiency
test. All selector personnel have been re-trained to PGCP-22,



Revision 8. A total review of newly completed support selection
has been conducted by Sargent and Lundy and Commory calth Edison
Company to ensure correct procedural implementation. All reviews

(s O O 0 )

Commonwealth Edison Company Site Quality Assurance verified 100%
personnel qualifications of support selectors. This verification
included the checking that education, training and testing
requirements of PGCP-22, Revision 8 are being met.

Commonwealth Edison Company will conduct a technical audit prior
to April 30, 1984 of the Phillips, Getschow Company support
selection activities. The audit results will indicate the
effectiveness of the enhanced training program. If required,
further corrective measures will be taken.

DATE WHEN ALL CORRECTIVE ACTION WILL BE COMPLETE

All procedural changes and re-training has been completed. The
audit results and any further recommended corrective actions will
be complete prior to May 15, 1984.

(0258d)



2.a) Programs and Procedures established by Commonwealth Edison Company
and sargent and Lundy did not provide sufficient assessments and
verifications of the Phillips, Getschow Company design
capabilities prior to authorizing field routing in Class 1I and
I1I Small Bore Piping and field design of support/restraints. The
lack of assessments and verification resulted in inadequate
understanding of the Sargent and Lundy specifications by Phillips,
Getschow Company to insure the field routing of small bore piping
was performed within the design requirements. Furthermore, the
result of the present field routing of Class II and III Small Bore
Pipes without detail drawings being issued by Sargent and Lundy or
Phillips, Getschow Company resulted in the licensee established QA
program requirements being bypassed.

DISCUSSION

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo) does not agree with the above
Finding.

The NRC contends Phiilips, Getschow Company is performing design
activities during the field routing of Class II and 111 small bore
piping and during support selection activities. 1In the October
24, 1983 meeting held with NRC representatives, Commonwealth
Edison Company stated the Specification wording allowed Phillips,
Getschow Company to re-route small bore piping when required to
clear conflicts or interferences within certain pre—-approved
quidelines given in the specification, which when followed, do not
compromise the design basis of the piping. The conceptual piping
routing drawing, when used in conjunction with the specification,
censtitutes an approved design drawing at all times. Commonwealth
Edison Company showed how the specification wording was sufficient
such that the re-routed piping met three (3) design checks
(functionality, seismic interaction and piping stress). we
believed there was an understanding between Commonwealth Edison
Company and the NRC that the Phillips, Getschow Company re-routing
activities were not design activities and not in violation of
established Quality Assurance program requirements.



Additionally, during the October 24, 1983 meeting Commonwealth
Edison Company/Sargent and Lundy presented how the support
selection guidelines given to Phillips, Getschow Company to select
supports are analogous to a construction drawing. Sargent and
Lundy authorized the support selection guidelines. They represent
a pre-calculated, pre-approved set of span length and support type
selection rules which Phillips, Getschow Company must fullow.
Phillips, Getschow Company cannot deviate from the rules to cieate
unique support location and types. The legal authority (i.e.
Professional Engineer's stamp) remains with Sargent and Lundy and
the guidelines. Phillips, Cetschow Company does not Professional
Engineer stamp the support drawings generated in the selection
process. They are not the design organization. Again, we
believed there was an understanding between Commonwealth Edison
Company and the NRC that the Phillins, Getschow Company support
selection activities were not design activities.

vuring the December 20, 1983 Enforcement Conference, Commonwealth
Edison Company presented a chart showing the difference between
LaSalle County Station and Braidwood Station small bore piping
support design activities. The purpcse of this chart was to show
the definitive difference between work scopes at the two (2)
sites. This definitive work scope difference resulted because of
assessments made by Commonwealth Edison Company and Sargent and
Lundy that small bore piping support "design" activities should
remain with the Architect-Engineer and should not be placed with
the Piping Contractor.

Commonwealth Edison Company plans no additional corrective actions
regarding their programs for assessing contractor capebilities.
We will ccentinue to monitor ard verify compliance of contractor
activities with specification requirements.

(02594)




The present Phillips, Getschow Company implementing procedures for
small bore pipe, lacked specific quantitative field design
installation and inspection criteria to provide clearance and or
separation from equipment and components as required by Sargent
and Lundy specification, F/L-2739, Paragraph 301.11.

DISCUSSI

PGCP-40, Verification Preparation and Transmittal of 'As
Constructed" Drawings, Revision 0, dated May 31, 1983 included a
requirement to note on the "as-constructed" drawing when the
piping installation was within 3" of another insta!lation and
indicate the point of that condition. This post-installation
check went beyond the current specification requirement and did
provide the Architect-Engineer the opportunity to evaluate
clearance of piping from other installations.

It should be noted that Phillips, Getschow Company Procedure
QCP-B21 did include qualitative clearnace requirements and these
were understood by the crafts.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Sargent and Lundy specification F/L-2739 will be revised to
require a minimum 3" clearance requirement of piping components
from all other installations. Phillips, Getschow Company will
revise their pipina installation procedures to require a
contractor engineering department review of proposed field
re-routes for conformance with specification requirements prior to
installation. The notation of piping installations within 3" of
another installation per PGCP-40 will determine if previous
installations meet necessary clearance requirements. Final
quality control inspections of new installations will include a
clearance inspection.




CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Implementation of revise¢ piping installation procedures should
assure proper clearance requirements are reviewed vrior to
re-routing and checked at the installation.

Commonwealth Edison Company and Zargent and Lundy plan to conduct
an assessment to ascertain if other site contractors
specifications/drawings adequately define component clearance
requirements. RAdditionally, a comprehensive plant walkdown is
planned prior to Fuel Load to ascertain and resolve any apparent
component clearance prohlems.

DATE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETED

Specification F/L-2739 and Phillips, Getschow Company procedural
revisions are in progress and will be complete prior to Febraury
1, 1984. The assessment of other site contractors will be
completed prior to March 15, 1984. The comprehensive plant
walkdown and any required corrective work will be complete prior

to Fuel Load.

(02604)
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2.c) PGCP-22 Requirements were not completely followed for calculations
for lines 1CCE3AA-1/2", 1CCE3BA-1/2", 1DOD8BC-2", and 1DODSBA-01.
Criteria 3.

The supports for lines 1CCE3AA-1/2", 1CCE3BA-1/2", 1DOD8BC-2" and
1DOD8BA -01 have been sent to Sargent and Lundy for review.

Sargent and Lundy has also conducted a review of all Phillips,
Getschow Company support selections on prccess piping. Their
review indicated of 172 supports, 3 supports require installation
tolerance adjustment and 14 supports require re-calculation to the
revised Phillips, Getschow Company support selection procedure. A
fleld review showed the three (3) supports were installed within
the revised installation tolerance. The re-calculation of the
fourteen (14) other supports is in process.

Commonwealth Edison Company Site Quality Assurance performed a
special audit of support selection activities. (Audit No.
QA-20-83-49.) Although some calculational mistakes were
identified, no cases were found which required a physical change
to installed supports.

T. R RECURRENCE

Sargent and Lundy has revised the piping support guidelines to
better clarify their requirements so support selectors do not need
to interpret the guidelines. Procedure PGCP-22 has been
re-written to enhance the procedure itself, as well as it's
implementation and training aspects. The procedural revision
provided for better calculational consistency and reduced the
chance for error. Extensive re-training has been given to support
selection perscanel. Additionally, Commonwealth Edison Company
will conduct a special technical audit of Phillips, Getschow
Company support selection activities. Lastly, Site Quality
Assurance will continue to monitor support selection activities by
audit and surveillance.



PATE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETED

The guideline changes, procedural changes and re-training have
been completed. The Commonwealth Ediscn Compaiiy technical audit
and any necessary corrective actions will be completed prior to
May 15, 1984.

(02614)




Fleld Enalneer authorities, duties, and qualifications were not
tully delineated in the Phillips, Getschow Company Quality
Assurance Manual Revision 0, dated August 26, 1983. Some of the
specific work functions being performed by field engineering/craft
personnel such as pipe hanger design and calculations were not
adequately described in the Phillips, Getschow Company Quality
Assurance Manual or Phillips, Getschow Company Procedures.
Criteria 4.

Commonwealth Edison Company does agree that the field engineer
authorities, duties and qualifications could have been more fully
delineated in the Phillips, Getschow Company Quality Assurance
Manual, dated August 26, 1983. We do not believe that pipe han jer
design and calculations were being performed by craft personnel.
The Fincding should be corrected to delete the reference to craft
personnel.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Phillips, Getschow Company has initiated a change to their Quality
Assuranc2 Manual changing Section 1.19, "Field Engineer"” to read
“Project Engineer”. His duties are explained in the general terms
in te Quality Assurance Manual. Phillips, Getschow Company Work
Instruction PGWI-4, Revision 0, Jated December 23, 1983,
Engineering Personnel Qualifications and Review Criteria for
Responsibility Assignment, more fully delineates the duties of the
Engineering Department personnel.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Pnillips, Getschow Company has initiated broad management chanyes
within their site organization on Augqust 1, 1983. The new
management is reviewing all jub functions and responsibilities
with the goal of better defining an individuals job function and
responsibility. This review will result in a more structured
organization.




PATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Phillips, Getschow Compan, management reviews and re-organizations
are complete,

(02674)
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4.a) The use of the Phillips, Getschow Company uncontrolled information
request system in 1eu of the formal field change request system
toc request and receive approval on safety-related design changes
bypassed the licensee Quality Assurance proqjram requirements
established in QP 3-1, there were also cases where verbal
instructions have altered the approved design procedure and out of
date engineering change notices were utilized in hanger
calculations.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Phillips, Getschow Company initiated a review of all previous
Information Requests (IR) to ascertain whether other design
information was obtained via the IR system. The review will
include a check to ensure any applicable design informat.on has
been incorporated into permanent design drawings and
specifications. The Phillips, Cetschow Company Information
Request form has been revised to include the requirement that
design information must be transmitted via an Engineering Change
Notice (ECN) or Field Change Request (FCR) and the IR itself
cannot direct design change actions.

Phillips, Getschow Company Personnel tiaining specific programs
now include instructions stacing that "verbal instructions carnot
alter design documents being utilized”.

A review was made of design documents being utilized by
Engineering Department personnei. Any out-of-date documents have
been purged. Procedure PGCP-22, Revision 8, Section 7.8
specifically addresses these concernc, plus Phillips, Getschow
Company Procedure, PGCPl.l, Cont.ol of Engineering Change Notices
(ECN), Field Change Notices (FCN), Field Change Requests (FCR) and
Field Problem Reports (FPR) were revised to more tightly control
the usage of design documents. A Work Instruction, PGWI-3,
Clarification and Augmentation cf PG Design Change Revision
Review - (ECN, FCN, FCR, DRN, Specification Changes, Etc.) was
written to describe and clarify the method by which Change
Documents are reviewed and processed by the Field Engineering
Supervisor (Project Engineer).

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

An increased emphasis has been placed on document control with the
Phillips, Getschow Company organization. The management,
organizational and procedural changes which have taken place
should prevent future document control problems.




PATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

The management, organizational and procedura! changes ara2
complete. Personnel training is complete. The IR review and any
required dispositions will be complete prior to June 1, 1984,




4.b) Crart personnel had been deviating from drawings by re-routing
ASME Section III, Class II and III 2" and Under Piping Lines,
assigning weld numbers and adding material were resulted in lack
of engineering control for approving, updating and releasing
drawings. Decisions to re-route pipe which involved
considerations such as ability to support valve accessibility and
piping contacts/separations with other items important to safety
were being made during the installation processed by craft
personnel not trained in engineering requirements. Criteria 4 and
-

DISCUSSION

The Phillips, Getschow Company re-routing of ASME, Class I1 and
111, small bore piping 1s allowed by Specification F/1-2739.
Phillip:. cotschow Conpany proceduro. QCP- 821 Lngtallg ion and/or

aggl_glggggg_jL_zl_gng_g roflect the spocification requtreaonts
and procedural controls necessary to conduct re-routing. These
controls involve drawing changes by Production, review of weld and
tend additions or deletions by Quality Control and the ANI and red
line merking of actual field routed conditions. Commonwealth
Edison Company agrees a review of proposed field re-routes by the
contractor Engineering Department does add more assurance that
important safety considerations are not bypassed.

Phillips, Getschow Company procedure, QCP-B2l was revised via
Supp lement, Revision 2, dated July 23, 1983 to require Phillips,
Getschow Company Engineering Department review anéd approval of
plping re-routes prior to installation. The method of Engineering
Department review was further enhanced in Revision 6 to QCP-B21,
dated October 10, 1983. The as-built routing of previous piping
installations is currently being recorded. This work is being
done to Phillips, Getschow Company Procedure PGCP-40,
Verification, Preparation and Transmittal of "As-Constructed”
Drawings. The procrdure establishes the criteria for quality
control verirication of dimensional piping configurations
including clearances.




CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRANCE

QCP-B21, Revision 6, greatly increases the Engineering Department
involvement in the preparation of initial small bore piping
installation packages, the review of proposed re-routes and the
preparation of revised small bore piping installation packages.
Additionally, the re-organization of the Phillips, Getschow
Company Engineering Department, plus the addition of personnel,
has led to greater contractor engineering involvement in the
Phillips, Getschow Company day-to-day activities,

DATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL EE ACHIEVED

The organizational and procedural changes are nearly complete.
Full implementation of QCP-B21, Revision 6 will be complete prior
to February 1, 1984. As-builts of previous installations will be
complete prior to February 28, 1984.

(0276d)




An inspaction program had not been established and executed for
quality control to verify correct material installation for 2" and
under safety-related piping. Contrary to ASME Section III NA-4510
and Commonwealth RBdison Company QR No. 10.

Phillips, Getschow Company (PGCo)Procedure QCi -B21, Iggtal;at;gg

a ess P
- ASME Classes 1, 2 and 3, established the procedural contxols
for inspection and verification of correct small bore process
piping material. Phillips, Getschow Company Audit No. 83-BR3
(April 26, 1983) identified a Finding, whereby the verification on
the Pioduction drawing of different heat numbers in the case where
more than one (1) heat number per drawing was being used was not
completed. 1In response to NRC concerns related to material
traceability, Commonwealth Edison Company filed a potential
50.55(e) deficiency in July, 1982. This 50.55(e) stated Quality
Control verification of heat or mark numbers of instailed piping
systems was not adequately documented.

Precedure QCP-B2l was revised in June, 1983 to require
verification of Code small bore material heat numbers on
drawings. Specifically, the Quality Control inspector would
verify all entries of traceability numbers made by Production and
this verification would be documented by initial and date.

In order to establish a level of confidence that material
traceablility existed for previous Code small bore installations
Phillips, Getschow Company began traceability verifications in
August, 1923, This verification was based on random samples of
previously installed Code small bore piping selected in accordance
with Military Standard MIL-STD-105D.

The definitions below applied to the sampling programs:

Total Items to Verify - total sample number as determined
by Military Standard 105D.

Items Verified in the Fleld - traceab'lity is established
since compoient has physical identification marking existing
in the field and can be verified to an approved heat number.




Items verified through documentation traceability
traceabllity is established by correlation of Stores Request
documentation with specific traveler package.

Items verified in the field and through documentation
traceability is established by either physical
identification markings in fileld or correlation of Stores
Request documentation with specific traveler package or both
methods.

The sample results for small bore piping installations are the
following:

Total number of items to verify 1415
Total items verified in the field 1250

Total items verified through
documentation

Total items verified in the field
and through documentation (99.9%)

The conclusions below can be reached from the above sampling:

A direct physical identitication check today of previously
installed piping showed the material was from approved heat
numbers for 86.9% of the sample

An indirect documentation check today of previously
installed piping showed the material was from approved heat
numbers for 97.7% of the sample.

Utilizing both methods, previously erected piping was
installed with material from approved heat numbers for 99.9%
of the sample.

Stores Request documentation exists to support the
traceablility markings verified in the field for the sample
cases.




Overall, a high level of conflidence was established that material
traceablility exists for previous Code small bore installations.
Recognizing the NRC concerns to show that correct material was
utilized for Code small bore piping installations, Commonwealth
Edison Company proposes to complete the following verification
program for previously (prior to June, 1983) installed Code small
bore piping installations.

1. A material verification field walkdown on 100% of previously
installed piping will be cowpleted. The material heat
number will be recorded and/or verified on the installation
drawing by a Quality Control inspector. A check will be
made to ensure that the field verified heat number is
approved for use at Braidwood Station.

A Quality Control verification will be made of field
verified material heat numbers against the heat numbers
recorded on the sStores Request for each installation
package. This verification will establish that material
withdrawn from Stores was installed in the correct location.

A Quality Control verification will be made of field
verified material heat numbers to ensure that the correct
material is installed for the specific application.

For those cases where material heat markings are nc longer
available in the field, a Quality Control review will be
made of the Stores Request to verify that the material was
approved for use at Braidwood Station and was the correct
material for specific application.

The necessary installation and quality control documentation will
be updated to record the above verification program.
Non-conformance reports wiil be generated to disposition material
which cannot be verified by the above program.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TC PREVENT RECURRENCE

Installation quality control procedures have been revised to
require 100% material identification of Code items by Production
and verification by Quality Control on installation drawings.




DATE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETE

Procedure revisions and training to the revised procedures are
complete. The 100% material verification program will be started
now and complete prior to Fuel Load.

(02844)




An inspection program had not been established and executed
including field examination for quality control to verify the
accuracy of the craft drawn piping re-route as documented in the
original design drawing to assure the proper inputs for design and
analysis acceptability, contrary to ASME Section III NA-4510 and
Commonwealth Edison Company QR No. 10.

DISCUSSION

Phillips, Getschow Company Audit No. 83-BR3 (April 26, 1983)
identified a Finding regarding the lack of quality control
verification of field routed small bore piping dimensions. 1In
response to the Audit Finding, Phillips, Getschow Company
As-Constructed Drawings. This piocedure was approved and
implemented in May, 1983. The procedure provided for the quality
control verification of previously installed piping.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Corrective actions were already underway at the time of the NRC
inspection to dimensionally verify piping configquration by Quality
Control. These corrective actions were implemented by PGCP-40 for
previously installed piping. For new installations the
requirement to dimensionally verify installed piping per PGCP-40
was included in QCP-B21 in June, 1983.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company piping installation procedures now
include dimensional verification prior to final Quality Control
acceptance.

DATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Procedural ~hanyes have been completed. The PGCP-40 verification

program for previous installations will be complete prior to March
1, 1984.

(02854d)




Random dimentional checks of piping components were not being done
by either Phillips, Getschow Company or Commonwealth Edison

Company, contrary to ANSI 45.2.2 and Commonwealth Edison Company
QP 7-1.

Commonwealth Edison Company does agree with the above Finding, but
feels that it should be _ut in perspective when viewed against the

current receipt inspection activities. Stated below are the
receipt inspection checklist activities done by Quality Control.

1.0 Physical Inspection:

1.1 Material markings are in accordance with Purchase
Order requirements:

CMTR or C of C compared to material for correct
identification as to heat or heat code number:

Check end conditions for burrs, scale and defects:
Check 1.D. and 0.D. surface condition:
Enclosures, where required, intact:

Documentation Review:

Q.S5.C. (M) Number and Expiration date or revision
status and date of approved Quality Systems Program
indicated on CMTR or C of C:

Chemical and Mechanical test results are :in accordance
with specification requirements:

C of C reflect material specification, grade, class
and heat treated condition, as applicable:

Results of test required by the purchase order and
special requirements of the applicable ASME 111
Sub-Section reported (Charpy Cv impact, Volumetric,
NDE, Etc.):

Date of review of C of C or CMTR by the Authorized
Nuclear Inspector, as indicated by initials and date:




CORRECTIVE ACTION AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

There have been 120 different small bore pipe heat lots received
on site to date. Fcrty-five (45) heat lots were completely used
In non-safety-related ereas. Portions of the remaining
seventy-five (75) heat lots were used for safety-related
applications. All seventy-five (75) heat lots have been
dimensionally verified (on a random basis) by Quality Control and
all wall thickness checks were found acceptable.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company Procedure QAP-33 Supplement, Revision
1, dated June 24, 1983 provides a Quality Control inspection plan
for dimensional verification of piping wall thickness.

DATE CORRECTIVE ACTION WAS COMPLETED

(02864)

Correctivc actions have been.completed.

’




There was no documented record or log specifying that a calibrated
instrument was used to measure numerous pipe bends for ovality.
Examples include the bends on drawings M-2546C-72, M-2546C-44,
M-2546C-42, M-2546C-31, contrary to Phillips, Getschow Company
Quality Procedure No. 7. Criteria 10 and 8.

CORRECTIVE ACTION AND RESULT ACHIEVED

The recording of testing equipment I.D. numbers on field travelers
has always been required by the Phillips, Getschow Company Quality
Assu.;ance Manual. It appeers that since a specific blank was not
provided on the traveler for the caliper 1I.D. the 1.D number was
not recorded. A letter was issued to the field Quality Control on
July 5, 1983 by the Quality Control Supervisor inscructing the
field to indicate the caliper number on the traveler. A review by
Phillips, Getschow Company Quality Control determined that none of
the calipers used to measure ovality have ever gone out of
calibration or required repair/adjustment.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company Quality Procedure 7 Supplement,
Revision 4, dated January 3, 1983 was prepared and issued to
Commonwealth Edison Company for approval. This supplement
requires the Quality Control Inspector to indicate the caliper
number on the traveler when inspecting ovality.

DATE CORRECTIVE ACTION WILL BE COMPLETE

(0287d)

The revised procedure will be approved prior to February 1, 1984,
Interim measures to assure recording of measuring and test
equipment are in place.




The use of the uncontrolled information request system by
Phillips, Getschow Company in lieu of the Field Change Request
System prevented the timely identification and correction of
non-conforming conditions. Criteria 15.

DISCUSSION

Commonwealth Edison Company aoes not understand this Finding for
the following reasons:

Fleld Change Requests are not utilized by our program to
resolve non-conforming conditions. Our program requires the
use of non-conformance reports per Q.P. 15-1.

No objective evidence was presented at the December 20,
1983, Enforcement Conference to substantiate the use of
Information Requests to resolve non-conforming conditions.

We believe this Finding should be withdrawn by the NRC.

(02894)
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7.a) The installation of small bore/instrumentation piping began before
March, 1981, and the small bore process piping before July, 1981,
the licensee audit did not reveal the PGCo hanger design problems
until two years later on July, 1383, which coincided with Region
II1 inspection. This is evidence that Commonwealth Edison
Company's inability to identify and correct non-conformances in a
timely manner.

DISCUSSION

Commonwealth Edison Company does not agree with the NRC Finding
that problems with the Phillips, Getschow Company support
selection program were not identified and correction of identified
non-conformances were not done in a timely manner. We would like
to clarify the concern. The history presented below represents
the Site Quality Assurance Department activity in this area. The
history shows that an audit had been conducted and work stopped on
safety related instrumentation piping support selection in
October, 1981. The history also shows the times when various
instrumentation line and small bore process pipe activities had
been started. (For example, safety relared small bore process
piping support selection started in January, 1983). The history
demonstrates that Site Quality Assurance was actively involved in
this area.

INSTRUMENTATION

Upon approval of Phillips, Getschow Company procedure PGCP-Z2,
Rev. 1. safety-related instrumentat.on line support selection
started in July, 1981. After enough work had been completed so
that a representative sample could be taken, this area was checked
by Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance in an audit of
October, 1981. This audit identifieé deficiencies that are

summar ized as follows:

1. Incorrect calculations

2. Improper calculation reviews

3. Three dimensicnal restraints not used per ECN 2194

4, Adjacent 1iqe weights not used in line weight calculacions
L Revision levels of applicable isometric drawings not listed

on calculation sheets



System component weights obtained from uncontrolled source
(uncalibrated scale)

Q.C. not monitoring instrument group activities

Documented training not given to procedures, PGCP-2]1 and 22
9. Interface document not clearly written
10. Organization chart in error

The details of these items, including Quality Assurance follow-up
work, corrective actions, and itum close-outs, are described in
the audit close-out surveillance reports. This audit resulted in
a stop work action being placed on Phillips, Getschow Company
until February, 1982. All items were resolved and closed by
March, 1982.

As as additional follow-up to the Octcber, 1981 audit, an audit
was performed in July, 1982. The concerns of the October, 1981
audit were re-checked as evidenced by approved checklist questions
1, 2, 3, 4. 5, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, and 17. All question areas
were found acceptably implemented. At that time Commonwealth

Edison Company Quality Assurance believed instrument support
selection was being done in an acceptable manner and Philliips,
Getschow Company was implementing their procedures in this area.

INSTRUMENTATION AND SMALL BORE

Small Bore Process Pipe support selection started in January, 1983
upon approval of Revision 2 of 2GCP-22 which then added support
selection for small bore process pipe. Again, after work had been
completed so that a representative sample could be taken, small
Bore Pipe support selection was checked and instrumentation line
support selection re-checked in July, 1983 during audit
QA-20-83-33. It was identified that Phillips, Getschow Company
Procedure PGCP-22 did not give the step-by-step method for
performing support selection calculations; that the procedure did
not reference the current applicable ECN (4566); and that
information on the calculation sheets was unclcar or incomplete.
This resulted in PGCP-22 being revised to more specifically define
the methodology of performing support selection calculations.
Revision 8 of this procedure was given interim approval by Site
Quality Assurance on 11-10-83 and was accepted by Sargent and
Lundy on 12-2-83.




(02774)

Though the above deficlencles were identified, for the
calculations reviewed, no cases were identified of calculations
being incorrectly performed or undersized pipe supports being
selected. The first process pipe support package was issued to
the field for installation in August, 1983. As of 12-20-83, two
hundred forty-nine (249) small bore process pipe supports have
been selected with one hundred ninety-three (193) of these issued
to Production for installation. This is approximately 6% of the
roughly 4,000 small bore process pipe supports to be selected by
Phillips, Getschow Company.

Also audit QA-20-83-33 identified that small bore pipe and
instrumentation line support selection training files were
incomplete. Corrective actions have been defined and implemented
to correct this item as well.

As of December, 1983, the areas discussed above are being
acceptably performed. Site Quality Assurance will continue to
monitor this area to properly assure comp’iance.




7.b) 1/2" $-80, SA-312, Type 304 ASME Boiler Pressure Vessel Code,
Section 111, Class 1 NB pipe heat number 745107, was discovered in
Section III installations without material test reports or records
of receiving receipt inspections by either Commonwealth Edison
Company or Phillips, Getschow Company as identified by Phillips,
Getschow Company or. September 17, 1982, on Non-conformance Report
No. 789. The disposition of the non-conformance report resulted
in accepting the pipe after only obtaining material test reports
without examining the pipe, initiating and maintaining receipt
inspection records or determining the total quantity of the pipe
in storage and installed. Phillips, Getschow Company recommended
scrapping the material. Criteria 16, 7 and 8.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Phillips, Getschow Company initiated NCR No. 1128 to document
additional disposition of NCR No. 789. NCR No. 1128 requires the
generation of a Receiving Inspection Report to document receipt of
746 feet of 1/2 inch, schedule 80, SA-312, Type 304, Heat No.
745107 pipe per Purchase Order No. 207003, Additionally, an
ultrasonic test verification to assure correct schedule pipe (Heat

No. 745107) was installed per applicable design table will be
performed.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company has directed management attention

tow: rds improved review and dispositioning of NCR's. Among the
changes under review, included are additional training of
personnel, procedure and Quality Assurance Manual reviews and
re-writes, and the formation of an interdepartmental review

bcard. Additionally, Phillips, Getschow Company Corporate Quality
Assurance has initiated a random review of previously closed NCR's.

DATE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETE

The ultrasonic verifications and any required corrective actions
will be complete prior to March 1, 1984, Phillips, Getschow
Company management actions will be complete prior to April 1, 1984,

102884)




Phillips, Getschow Company had not established and executed a plan
for auditing the implementing procedures of the Quality Assurance

Program on a periodic basis to determine the effectiveness of the

program in accordance with the Phillips, Getschow Company Quality

Assurance Manual, Section l6€. Criteria 18.

DISCUSSION

The Phillips, Getschow Company Quality Assurance Program required
111 manual sectizns to be audited over the vear period. This
requirement fulfilled ASME Code requirements. Audit schedule
1983/1984 perlod, dated March 17, 1983 provided a schedule with
all manual sections on the schedule and a special schedule for
process control procedures. The rationale of this schedule was to
audit major work activities/procedures associated with manual
sections. Commonwealth Edison Company views the requirement to
include all procedures in the audit schedule a change from
previous interpretations of Criteria 18.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Philllps, Getschow Company revised their audit schedule on August
21, 1983 to include auditing of all procedures annually.
Procedures not used in the annual period will be designated not
applicable at time of audit.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Commonwealth Edison Company will verify the implementation of the
Phillips, Getschow Company revised Audit Plan through their audits
and survelllances.

DATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

The revised Audit Plan has been implemented. Commonwealth Edison
Company verification will be complete prior to October 1, 1984.

(02904)




LARGE BORE PIPING

An inspection program had not been established and executed for
quality control to verify correct material installation for over
2" safety-related piping, prior to Novemrber, 1982,

D1SCUSSION

Phillips, Getschow Company during a Quality Assurance Manual
revision in November, 1982, added to its large bore piping weld
data traveler the requirement for Quality Control to verify
material traceability. This requirement was implemented in
November, 1982. 1In June, 1983, wording was added to Phillips,
Getschow Company Procedure QAP-16, Control of Installation of
Nuclear or Safety-Related Pipe Systems, which formally
proceduralized the above requirement. (Note: The verification
activity was ongoing since November, 1982.)

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Commonwealth Edison Company will conduct a 100% material
verification program for large bore piping installed prior to
November, 1982 which has had Phillips, Getschow Company purchased
material added and large bore piping which has been modified with
other Southwest Fabricators material. This verification progran
will be similiar to the program outlined above for small bore
piping. The goal will be to verify that correct large bore
material was installed in the plant.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company has revised their piping installation
procedures to include verification of all identification markings
by Production and Quality Control.




DATE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETED

Procedural changes have been made and implemented The material
verification program of pre-November, 1982 large bore piping will
be complete prior to Fuel Load.

(02914)




1.H) Random dimensional checks of piping components were not being done
by either Phillips, Getschow Company or Commonwealth Edison
Company. Criteria 10 and 8.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Portions of 124 large bore heat lots were identified in the
Phillips, Getschow Company storage area. A 10% sample from each
lot was taken to verify dimensional accuracy. All sanples were
verified acceptable. Records are availab’e in Commonwealth Edison
Company MRR packages indicating random large bore dimensional
checks prior to 1980 were being taken by Quality Control personnel
at receipt inspection.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Phillips, Getschow Company Procedure QAP-33 Supplement, Revision
1, dated June 24, 1983 provides a Quality Control Inspection Plan
for dimensional verification.

DATE WHEN CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WILL BE COMPLETE

All corrective actions have Leen completed.

(02924)
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2, Phillips, Getschow Company had not established and executed a plan
for auditing implementing procedures of the Quality Assurance
Program on a periodic basis to determine the affectiveness of the
program in accordance with Phillips, Getschow Company Quality
Assurance Maunual, Section 16. Criteria 18.

The Phillips, Getschow Company Quality Assurance Program required
all manual sections to be audited over the year period. This
requirement fulfilled ASME Code requirements. Audit schedule
1983/1984 period, dated March 17, 1983 provided a schedule with
all manual sectionc on the schedule and special schedule for
process control procedures. The rationale of this schedule was to
audit major work activities/procedures associated with manual
sections. Commonwealth Edison Company views the requirement to
include all procedures in the audit schedule a change from
previous interpretations of Criteria 18.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Phillips, Getschow Company revised their audit schedule on Auguzt
21, 1983 to include auditing of all procedures annually.
Procedures not used in the annual period will be designated not
applicable at time of audit.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

Commonwealth Edison Company will verify the implementation of the
Phillips, Getschow Company revised Audit Plan through their audits
and survelllances.

DATE FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE PCHIEVED

The revised Audit Plai has been implemented. Commonwealth Edison
Company verification will be complete prior to October 1, 1984.

(0293d)



HVAC

Adequate written poiicles, procedures or instructions had not been
established for controlling welding including fit-up during the
installation of the HVAC components, and as a result the welding
prerequisites for acceptable installations were not met as
evidenced by deficlient control, inspections, examinations,
documentation and corrective action. Criteria 9.

RESPONSE

It is Commorwealth Edison Company's position that adequate
procedures were in place to meet the requirements of Sargent and
Lundy Specification F/L-2782 and the AWS Code. Pullwman Sheet
Metal utilized approved welding procedures, trained quaiified
welders and purchased certified materials. All welds have
received a visual inspection by Pullman Quality Control to verify
weld acceptability and proper procedure implementation.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

In resgiiise to the NRC's concern Commonwealth Edison Company
instructed Pullman Sheet Metal to ‘pgrade their program for future
work. Pullman revised Procedure B9.4.F to incorporate a process
sheet which is utilized to pre-assign the welding procedure and
document the filler metal utilized and the welder who performed
the work. This procedure was granted interim approval in
September, 1983.

In addition, Pullman Sheet Metal expanded their in-process weld
inspection program which was originally implemented in February,
1983. Wwhen work resumed to Procedure B9.4.F, Revision 4 the
in-process weld inspection went to a 100% basis in order to obtain
a confidence level for the implementation of the revised program.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

Full compliance with the NRC's interpretation of AWS Code
requirements was met September 28, 1983,

(02494)




2. Quality Control did not verify through inspection of examination
of records that the correct welding materlal was used in each HVAC
component installation or that the correct welding material was
requisitioned for each HVAC component to be installed. "(AWS
Dl.1, Section 6 states that the inspector shall make certain that
only material conforming to the requirements of this code are
employed)”. Criteria 10 and 8.

Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control satisfied tle requirements of
AWS D1.1 by verifying that only certified weld materials were
purchased and received on-site. Quality Control also verified
that each welder was qualified and they conducted a training class
for the weiders in each procedure thar they were qualified. The
training coversd base material, filler metal requirements, joint
configuration, fitup, etc. 1In addition, the final visual
inspection performad by Pullman revealed no evidence of improper
filler metal usage.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

In response to the NRC's concerrn CECo instructed Pullman Sheet
Metal to revise their program. Pullman now controls the issuance
of all filler metal utilizing the weld rod issuance log. The
welder records the type and heat number of the filler metal used
on the process sheet. Additionally, Pullman Sheet Metal Quality
Control verifies proper filler metal as part of their in-process
weld inspection.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

Full compliance with the NRC's interpretation of AWS Code
requirements was met September 28, 1983.

(02504)




Quality Control did not verify through inspection that welding was
being performed by qualified welders, as a result 55 welds have
been 1dentified by the HVAC contractor on Non-Conformance Report
No. BR-0S, dated June 15, 1981, as being welded without knowledge
that a qualified welder perfcrmed the welding. "(AWS D1.1,
Section 6 states that the inspector shall permit welding to be

performed only by welders who are properly qualified)”.

Criteria
10.

RESPONSE

All welders are assigned unique I.D. numbers which they are
required to stamp adjacent to the welds they make. During the
final visual inspection of the welds Quality Control verifies that
the welds are stamped. Non-Conformance Report No. BR-C8 is
evidence of this inspection. Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control
has inspected over 55,000 welds. We believe tnat the fact that
welds out of 55,000 welds were not stamped does not indicate a
significant problem exists. 1In our interpretation of the AWS
Code, Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control satisfied the
requirements of AWS Dl1.1. by verifying the certification of each

55

welder on-site when he takes his qualification test and conducting

a training class for each welder covering weld procedure
requirements.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

In response to the NRC's ~oncern Pullman Sheet Metal now records
the welder 1.D. on the process sheet and Quality Control verifies
welder 1.D. as part of their in-process weld inspection.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

(02514)

Full compliance with the NRC's interpretation of AWS Code
requirements was met September 28, 1983,




Instructions were nct adequate in that the welding procedures to
be used for each specific HVAC installation were not prescribed on
drawings, travelers, or pre-determined documentation form.

Quality Control did not verify through inspection that the
acceptable weld procedure was employed for each HVAC installation
and did not pertorm adequate in-process inspection to assure that
the welders were complying with the welding procedure essential
variables. "“(AWS Dl.l, Section 6 states that the inspector shall
make certain that only welding procedures that meet the
requirements of this code are used.)" Criteria 5 and 10.

RESPONSE

It is Commonwealth Edison Company's position that adequate
instructions were in place. Each Pullman Sheet Metal welder was
qualified on-site and received documented training in the
procedure requirements. The Quality Control inspection of all
welds has revealed no evidence of improper procedure usage. The
in-process inspection that began in February, 1983 has not
identified any cases of improper procedure implementation.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

In response to the NRC's concern Commonwealth Edison Company
directed Pullman Sheet Metal to upgrade their program. Pullman
Sheel Metal revised procedure B9.4.F to incorporate a process
sheet which is utilized to pre-assign the welding procedure. 1In
addition, Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control is performing
in-process inspection:c to verify compliance with the welding
procedure reaquirements. We are presently performing 100%
in-process inspections in order to establish a confidence level
for the implementation ot the new program.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

Full compliance with the NRC's interpietation of AWS Code
requirements was met September 28, 1983,

(02524)




Quality Control did not perform in-process inspections during the
HVAC installation to verify fillet metal type, fillet metal size,
welding position and welding polarity. "(AWS Dl.1, Section 6
states the 1:.spector s:all maie certain that electrodes are used
only in the position and with the type of welding current and
polarity for which they are classified.)" Criteria 10,

The Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control inspector made certain
that the welders were implementing the procedures by verifying
that all welders were qualified and that each welder received a
training class in each procedure that they were qualified.

Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control implemented an in process
inspection program in February, 1983. From February, 1983 until
July, 1983 Pullman Sheet Metal Quality Control performed 89
in-process inspections. These inspections did not identified any
cases where the welder was improperly implementing the welding
procedure. These surveillances demonstrate that the training
given the welders was effective and that they understood the
procedure requirements.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN

In response to the NRC's concern Pullman Sheet Metal expanded
their in-process checklist to specifically address all the
essentlal variables of the applicable welding procedure.

The frequency of in-process inspections has also been increased.
We are presently performing 100% in-process inspections. This is
being done to establish a confidence level for the implementation
of the new program.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

(0253d)

Full complizance was met September 28, 1983,




Quality Control did not inspect HVAC components for fit-up prior
to welding on those components for which fit-up tolerances can not
be determined after welding, such as all around fillet welds and
full penetrations welds. Furthermore, documented instructions to
the Quality Control inspectors of fillet gaps after welding was
inadequate in that the HVAC contractor visual weld inspection
procedure Bl10.2.F stated that a 3/16" gap was acceptable while AWS
D1.1-1977 Section 3.3 states that a 2/16" gap is allowable only if
the leg of the fillet weld in increased bv the amount of the
separation or the contractor demonstrates that the required
effective throat has been obtained. "“(AWS Dl1.l Section 6 states
that the inspector shall examine the work to make certain it meets

the requirements of Section 3 which included fit-ups.)" Criteria
10 and 5.

RESPONSE

Approximately 90 to 95% of all the HVAC welds can be inspected for
fit-up after the weld is completed. Although B10.2.F did not
specifically state to check for the increased fillet size, all of
the Quality Control inspectors had been trained in the AWS Code
requirements and were aware of this.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

Puliman Sheet Metal procedure Bl10.2.F has been upgraded to
specifically address checking for the increased fillet size.

welds which cannot be checked after welding are now inspected for
fit-up prior to welding.

Also

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

Full compliance was met September 28, 1983.

(02544)




Pullman Sheet Metal had not established a corrective action
program to assure that conditions adverse to quality such as
deficlencies and deviations were identified for significance in
and subsequently that the cause of the significant conditions were
determined and corrective action taken to preclude repetition.

a) Through August 4, 1983, 2,513 correction notices had been
written by Pullman sSheet Metal for deficiencies and
deviations but their Quality Assurance program did not
require correction notices to be aralyzed for significance.

These correction notices included numercus weld deficiencies
and deviations.

Corrective action was not adequate concerning
Non-Conformance Report No. BR-08, dated June 15, 1981, since
the 55 welds for which the welders were unknown were
accepted as is after only a visual examination. The
acceptance of a weld by visual examination pursuant to AWS
Dl1.1 is based on the fact that a qualified welder performed

the welding in accordance with the qualified process.
Criteria 16.

RESPONSE

a) When Pullman Sheet Metal revised their inspection program
changing from a 10% Quality Control inspaction to a 100%
Quality Control inspection a commitment was made to inspect
all welds which had not been Quality Control inspected. The
inspections of previous work was compieted in May, 1983.
These inspections resulted in 1480 correction notices.

These correction notices were not trended since they would
not be representative of the present level of the work.

Prior to this inspection only 39 correction notices had been
granted.

Commonwealth Edison Company does not agree that the
corrective action for NCR BR-08 was not adequate. We do
agree that the explanation for the accept "as is" based on
final visual inspection needs to be expanded to explain all
the bases behind this disposition.




Pullman Sheet Metal performed a trend analysis of the 1480
cerrection notices. This review did not identify any
significant problems but it did substantiate the basis of

our change from & 10% Quality Control inspection to a 1C0%
inspection.

The basis for the accept "as is" dispostion on NCR BR-08
will be expanded to explain all the bases behind the
disposition.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

a) Full compliance was met August, 1983.

The disposition on NCR BR-08 will be expanded by January 27,
1984,

(02554)




Craft records were not available for weld material traceability.
Weld:ing procedures used during production welding and fit-up
documentation such as extending the leg of a fillet weld due to a
gap over a 1/16 of an inch. Criteria 17.

It is Commonwealth Edison Company's position that this level of
documentation is not required for AWS Code work. The procedures
which were in place and the auditing of their implementztion
provide the necessary controls.

CORRECTIVE ACTI

In response to the NRC's concern Commonwealth Edison Company had
Puliman Sheet Metal upgrade their program to utilize a process
sheet. The welding procedure is specified on the process sheet
and the weld rod type and heat number as well &s the we.der 1D are
also recorded.

DATE OF FULL COMPLIANCE

(02564d)

#ull compliance was met on September 28, 1983




Inadequate measures were established in the drawings located at
site Document Station No. 5., were up to four (4) revisions old
and were neither returned to Documeni Coi:trol as voided drawings
or marked as being voided drawings for information only. L. K.
Comstock Quality Assurance Program Manual in Section 4.2 requires
voided documents “(drawings)“ to be returned to Document Control
within three (3) days. Criteria 6.

RESPONSE

The surveillance activities of the Documentation Control
Department have been increased. Since July, 1983, sixteen {16)
surveillances covering 8,335 drawings involving fifteen (15)
documentation stations and a 100% check of the office engineering
prints were performed. As a result of the surveillances performed
in the field documentation stations 8,335 prints were reviewed and
352 superceded prints were found in the field. (However, 235 of
these were in a single document station which is devoted to
checking the status of past revision work. As a result, in this
station a 100% check of all drawings was performed.)

Additionaliy, L. K. Comstock Quality Control has performed monthly
random drawing control surveillances. Since July, 1983, six (6)
have been performed with good results.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO AVOID FURTHER CONCERN

(02744)

Continue to perform survelllances by the Document Control and
Quality Control Departments.




L. K. Comstock auditing activities neither conformed with the
comprehensive annual schedule of planned and periodic audits
established as required by [L. K. Comstock] Quality Assurance
Program Manual Section 4.14.1 to verify compliance with all
aspects of the Quality Assurance Program. Criteria 18.

DISCUSSION

Commonwealth Edison Company acknowledges that L. K. Comstock had
failed to comply with their 1983 audit schedule. [The inspector
acknowledged that Commonwealth Edison Ccmpany's audit activities
had covered ali applicable L. K. Comstock activities.] This
shortfall, along with three other Quality Assurance concerns were
communicated verbally to L. K. Comstock Quality Assurance in April
of 1983 and stated in writira on May 16 the site Qualitv Assurance
Superintendent to L. K. Coms* vk's Corporate Quality Assurance
Manager. (Ref. BRD letter #8,15.) As a result, Comstock placed a
regional Quality Assurance manager on site to assume the duties
(including auditing) of the site auditor who had resigned
effective May 5, 1983 until a replacement could be found.

A review of L. K. Comstock's audit coverage - corporate and site -
for 1982 and 1983, shows that a total of 6 Quality Assurance
manual subsections and 6 field work procedures hadn't been audited.

For the 6 work procedures,

2 were new Procedures as of late 1983 (after the NRC
inspection)

1 covered silver plating of bus bars (an infrequently
performed operation which is subjected to a 100% Quality
Control witness)

1 covered site organization position delineation

1 covered Production's use of a Revision Work Request
(However, the subsequent Quality Control inspection of
R.W.R.'s had been audited and the work instruction was
audited during the week of January 9, 1984 by L. K.
Comstock. )

1 covered Equipment/Junction Box Installation. (However,
the subsequent Quality Concrol inspection of Equipment
erection had been audited and the work instruction was
audited during the week of January 9, 1984 by L. K.
Comstock. )



Therefore, the active work procedures have been audited by L. K.
Comstock at the time of this report.

A review of the 6 Quality Assurance manual subsections not audited
by L. K. Comstock showed,

1 covered the L. K. Comstock Policy Statement

1 covered the overall program description

1 defined the program applicability

l covered L. K. Comstock's reporting of Part 21's

1 covered the corporate review of the site Quality Assurance
program

1 covered the corporate Organization Chart

Copies of the objective evidence for the corporate offsite audits
were then examined by Commonwealth Edison Company Quality
Assurance with L. K. Comstock site Quality Assurance. (This
information was nct available onsite during the NRC inspection.)
This review disclosed that there w2s objective evidence recorded
to support the conclusions stated in the audit reports. Copies of
this objective evideiice are available at the site as of this date.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO PREVENT RECURRENCE

As a result of Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance
concerns predating the NRC inspection, L. K. Comstock has placed
two (2) fulltime, qualified auditors on site. (One activated in
October, one in November.) Counseling has been given to these
auditors by Commonweaith Edison Company Quality Assurance to
include more descriptive evaluations of audit results in their
audit reports. Additionally, two new site procedure revisions
have been impleme¢nted to further define the onsite auditing
activities and qualification process for site auditors.

K. Comstock site Quality Assurance has submitted an audit plan
for 1984 which shows that all active safety related activities
will be adequately covered.




COMPL IANCE

All above actions are complete as of January 9, 1984,

(02944)




Commonwealth Edison Company falled to assure that criteria for
tightening electrical ~onnections as delineated in Commonwealth
Edison Company position paper dated January 8, 1982, was not
incorporated in electrical specification F/L 2790 and L. K.
Comstock work and inspectic:: precedures.,

RESPONSE

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction feels the
tightening of electrical connections delineated in the January 8,
1982 position paper is being met.

Because of the lack of industry standards and direction in
Specification F/L 2790, Commonwealth Edison Company provided
requirements on how to tighten electrical connections. The
requirement to tighten electrical bolted connections by
compressing the lock or star washer is an indicacion of a good
electrical connection. Compression of the lock or star washer is
accomplished in a good workmanship like manner.

The requirement to assure electrical connections are “tight" in a
"good workmanship manner” is delineated in L. K. Comstock
Procedures 4.3.9, (Paragraph 3.1.12.3) and 4.8.9, (inspection
check point 3.2. item 4d).

Although we feel the requirements of the January 8, 1982 position
paper are being met, Specification F/L 2790 and the L. K. Comstock
procedures will be expanded to clarify the NRC concern.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER CONCERN

Revise L. K. Comstock's Procedures 4.3.9, (Paragraph 3.1.12.3) and
4.8.9, (Paragraph 3.3, item d)) to reflect Commonwealth Edison
Company directive of January 8, 1982. Clarity Specification F/L
2790 to reflect Commonwealth Edison Company requirements.

DATE OF COMPLETION

Expected date of completion February 1, 1984.

(02444)
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3.b) L. K. Comstock Procedure 4.3.5 falled to address the verification
that cables were not damaged and that cable pans are free of all
detris prior to installation of cable pan covers.

L. K. Comstock Procedure 4.3.5 failed to address the verification
that cable pan covers were installed in accordance with
specifications, drawings and standards, and that cable tray splice
plate bolts were torqued to project requirements.

RESPONSE

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department does
not feel the NRC concerns warrant an item of non-compliance.
To date no cable pan covers have been installed. However,
appropriate L. K. Comstock procedures will be revised to reflect,
as a minimum, the following in regards to cable pan cover
installation:

cables nct damaged

cable pan free of debris

verification of installation of pan covers per specification.
Requirements for pan cover installation/inspection will be similar

to the Byron procedure.

CABLE TRAY SPLICE PLATE BOLTS

Procedural requirements to assure cable tray splice plate bolts
are tightened to Sargent and Lundy Design Requirements are
accomplished as follows:




Sargent and Lundy Specificeation F/L 2790, Standard EB-702,
(Paragraph 3.1.1) describes the requirements of how to
tighten splice plate bolts (EB-702 attached). Assurance,
that requirements are being met is a two (2) step process
consisting of craft personnel and Quality Control
inspections. Both installation and inspection procedures
(4.3.5 and 4.8.5) reference EB-702 as a requirement. L. K.
Comstock Quality Control performs 100% visual inspection of
the cable pan installation. Confusion may have resulted
because of the wording in L. K. Comstock Inspection
Procedure 4.8.5. (Paragraph 6.1) describes an in-process
inspection of the installation of cable pan. In-process
inspections were performed early in the project when torque
requirements were specified and Comstock Quality Control was
witnessing craft personrnel torque splice plate bolts.
Subsequently, splice p.uate bolt installation has evolved as
described in the attached EB-702 standard.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER CONCERN

L. K. Comstock’'s Quality Control Procedure 4.8.5 will be clarified
to reflect actual practice consisting of a 100% verification that
splice plate bolt heads are in contact with the cable tray surface.

DATE OF COMPLETION

Expected date of completion February 1, 1984.

(02454d)
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3.4)

_.52--

The minimum embedded conduit bend radius in Paragraph 3.9 of L. K.
Comstock Procedure 4.3.7 violated the minimum conduit bend radius
established in Paragraph 3.10 of Sargent and Lundy Standard
STD-EF-103.

Sargent and Lundy Standard EF-103, Paragraph 3.10 references a 2"
conduit, with a bend radius of no less than 36". Sargent and
Lundy Standard, EB-146 references a 2" conduit bend radius of

24", Both Standards, EF-103 and EB-146 are part of L. K.
Comstock's Procedure 4.3.7 and possibly has caused confusion as to
what the conduit bend radius should be. Per Sargent and Lundy the
requirements in EF-103 are primarily intended to be used in the
construction of concrete duct banks, manholes and handholes.
Generally, this type of construction is external to any building
and may result in longer cable pulls thus affecting maximum
allowable pull tension. For the Braidwood Project, EF-103 was
used primarily for non-safety related underground construction to
the Lake Screenhouse and Switchyard. Because bend radius is a
primary factor in determining maximum allowable pull tension it
becomes evident that a 36" bend radius would be more desirable for
the longer cable pulls.

As stated earlier, the requirements of EF-103 could be confusing.
The title not only addresses Duct Banks, Manholes and Handholes,
but conduits in concrete floors. L. K. Comstock Procedure 4.3.7
therefore would be inconsistent wi'h EF-103 and correct with
respect to EB-146. 1In either case the intended purpose/design of
a conduit system, in general, 1s to allow routing, physical
protection and installaticn of cable without violating maximum
allowed pull tension. This is accomplished, since our procedure
for cable pulling establishes the maximum allowable pull tension
for cable(s) based on a minimum bend radius of 24" for a 2"
conduit.

Project Construction feels the confusion in the Sargent and Lundy
Standard and L. K. Comstock procedure has not affected the
instailation of cable and or may actually restrict the maximum
allowable pull tension. Commonwealth Edison Company Project
Construction acknowledges the NRC's concern and will clarify the
applicable documents (Procedure 4.3.7).




CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER CONCERN

Revise and clarify L. K. Comstock's Procedure 4.3.7 to
appropriately reflect the requirements of EF-103.

DATE OF COMPLETION

Expected date of completion February 1, 1984.

(02464)
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3(d)

CONDUIT INSTALLATION (Cont'd)

Steel Conduit (Conc'd)

All manufacturer furnished or field-forwed steel conduit bends shall con-
form to the radii shown in the tabtulation below, unless othervise speci-
fically indicated on the Electrical Iustallation Drawings:

Bend Radius Conduit Trade Size

12" (305 mm) 3"
) 18" (457 mm) 4"
1-1/2" (38 mm) 18" (457 mm) 5"

_ 24" (610 mm) 6"
(610 mm)
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3.e)

The requirements of Sargent and Lundy Standard EF-103, Paragraph
3.13 were not reflected in I.. K. Comstock Inspection Procedure
4.8.7.

The requirements of Paragraph 3.13 refer to "Duct Bank"
installation. For the Braidwood Project Duct Bank installation
was limited to Non-Safety-Related underqground construction and is
not required to be part of L. K. Comstock procedure 4.8.7.
However, cleaning/swabbiny of any underground installation is
considered good work practice and was performed at the Braidwood
Project. To date no probtlem has been identified with any cable
resulting from undesirable protrusions or debris in duct bank
installations.

For other embedded conduits installed in all buildings it was and
is our practice, as a good work practice, to assure that no burrs
or sharp edges remain on the inside of conduits during
installation. Verification of this practice is assured during

cable pulling. L. K. Comstock's Procedures 4.3.8 (Installations)

and 4.8.8 (Inspection) allow for the inspection of cable during
the pull.

To date no conduit or cable was replaced because of undesirable
protrusions or debris inside of conduit. However, Commonwealth
Edison Company Project Construction Department acknowledges the
NRC's concern and will expand/clarify L. K. Comstock's procedures
to assure L. K. Comstock is more attentive to cable condition as
they exit conduit.

DATE OF COMPLETION

(02474d)

February 1, 1984.




3.6) L. K. Comstock Procedure 4.3.8 did not address precautions to be
taken when pulling small cables "“(Less than 100 pound pulling
tension)" and did not address the installation of cable grips in
vertical conduit runs per Sargent and Lundy Standard STD-EB-200.
Criteria 5 and 10.

RESPONSE

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department {eels
adequate precautions were taken

Procedure 4.3.8, Paragraph 3.2.7.2.2 states, "Dynamometers or
breakable pull links must be used on all pulls through conduit”.
This statement applies to all cables includirg sensitive cable
whether hand-pulled or mechanically-pulled.

The only exception to this rule is Paragraph 3.2.7.2.3 Pushing
Cable Through Conduit. For installations where cables are pushed
through conduit no tension monitoring devices (link/dynamometer)
are required. Pushing of cable is limited to a maximum of 25 feet.

Paragraph 3.2.7.4 Power Pulls tnrough Tray states,
"Dynamometers or breakable pull links must be used on all power

pulls through tray". The only exception to this rule is Paragraph
oy Py e Hand Pulls through Cable Tray. 7tThis paraqraph allows
hand pulling of all cables, including sensitive cables, and
describes the process of hand guiding cables. Any cable that is
not hand guided around a corner or changes direction, requires
tension monitoriiig devices.

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department feels
the "sensitive cable" issue is adequately addressed.

No further action is required.

CABLE GEiPS IN VERTICAL CONDUIT RUNS

Although the use of cable grips in conduit runs was not addressed
in Procedure 4.3.8 it was addressed for vertical pan risers. The
intended purpose of Paragraph 3.2.8.5 was to include both risers
and conduit as applicable. Procedure 4.3.8, (Paragraph 3.2.8.5)
will be revised to include the use of grips in vertical cenduit
runs.

To date no instances of not using cable grips have been
reported/identified.




February 1, 1984,

(02484)




L. K . Comstock falied to verify that approximately 30 to 40 cable
grips in cable tray risers 1R267-ClE, 1R270-K1E, 1R311-ClE, were
installed in accordance with S&L standard ST-EB-200 and LKC
Procedure 4.3.8.

DISCUSSION

In evaluating the cause of this condition it was determined that
re-positioning of cables in the trays iisted above caused these
cables and grips to move from previously set positions. This same
condition can occur again as lon¢ as cable activity continues.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND ACTION TO PREVENT RECURRENCE
Immediately after being informed of the cable grip deficiencies
the necessary steps were taken to reset the questionable grips.
Also, as par* of an ongoing survey of all cable arips, the need to
check for proper grip setiing was included in the survey.

After cable work is complete and cover installation is underway an
additional check of qrip seating will be made to confirm or reset
cable grips. For any newly installed cable grips, procedures will

be revised to require field and Quality Control personnel to check
previously installed cables for proper seating.

DATE OF COMPLETION

February 1, 1984.

(0263d)
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4.b) L. K. Comstock failed to verify that tie wraps, bolts, screws,
metal bracing, etc., had been removed from the interior of
MCCIAP26E, in accordance with L. K. Comstock Procedure 4.3.13,
(Paragraph 3.1.7).

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN

MCLAP26E was cleaned prior to the NRC inspector leaving the site.

(02644)

We were aware cf this condition as a result of an Edison General
Office Audit conducted '‘n October of 1983. Training sessions were
held concerning storing of materials inside equipment. These
sessions addressed new installations and present units whenever
additional work is required. It was evident that units previously
installed might not be covered for extended periods of time.
Discussions with Station personnel were underway to determine
responsibility areas for cleaning equipment. This item wil) be
resolved by the end of January, 1984.

Project Construction Department has alsc provided for PTL
inspectors to perform monthly checks of all installed equipment.
Any housekeeping deficiencies identified are reported and resolved
by applicable craft personnel.

All panels will be re-inspected and cleaned no later than Febraury
29, 1984,



L. K. Comstock falled to verify that inspections had been
performed in accordance with L. ¥. Comstock Procedures 4.8.3,
4.8.6, 4.8,13, and 4.8.17 as evidenced by: 34 items of 71 items
reviewed had no records indicating that Quality Control had
performed an installation insnection: 29 of 53 items reviewed had
no records to indicate that Quality Control had performed a
welding inspection: 125 volt DC panel 1DCOSE had no records to
indicate that PTL had performed an inspection of the concrete
expansion anciiors: 19 or 19 electrical penetration records did
not provide actual torque values to moui'ting bolts, and did not
indicate the torque wrench number utiliz«d. Critera 5, 10 and 17.

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department was
aware of the need to assure that timely inspections have been

performed in accordance with L. K. Comstock procedures and that
results are retrievable.

As early as March, 1982, Commonwealth Edison Company Quality
Assurance audits and the Technical Support Evaluation of
September, 1982, identified deficiencies indicating the need to
improve the L. K. Comstock documentation/filing system.

As a result of identified deficiencies Commonwealth Edison Company
felt that improvements cculd be made in the areas of:

Timeliness of records retrievability

Better accountability of the production records which
support the status of installation

Reconcile the use of previously used outdated forms.

In October, 1982 it was determined that progress was poor in the
document review. In November of 1982 the L. K. Comstock Quality
Control Manager was replaced because he lacked administrative
abilities. However, poor progress in the document review
continued. 1In March, 1983, Project Construction Department held
a meeting with L. K. Comstock's Regional Vice President ard in
April, 1983 with L. K. Comstock's Executive Vice President,
Corpcrate Quality Assurance Manager and Regional Vice President
to discuss the poor progress being made on the document review.
L. K. Comstock committed to provide four (4) inspectors to
complete the document review 2nd provide a plan for completion.




The plan to complete the review was submitted to Commonwealth
Edison Company for concurrence on March 9, 1983. The plan's
scope and depth was to reconcile audit deficiencies of document
retrievability, as well as assuring record completeness and
correctness.

In June, 1983 Project Construction Department and Quality
Assurance met with L. K. Comstock to discuss the status of the
document review. It was determined that L. K. Comstock was not
progressing as scheduled to meet their September, 1983
completion date. As a result of the June meeting, Commonwealth
Ediscn Company again replaced the L. K. Comstock Quality Control
Manager, with intent to more nsd2quately organize and complete
the document review as proiected for February 1, 1984.

These corrective measures which provide improvements to the L.
K. Comstock document system were presented to the NRC (Messrs.
Little, williams and Love) on November 3, 1983 and the program

was mentioned on December 20, 1983 during the Enforcement
Conference.

To date L. K. Comstock is 88% complete with their review of all
documents on file.

125V _DC Panel 1DCOSE

The NRC Finding that, no inspec:ion records exist for the
installation of anchor bolts on panel 1DCOSE is correct.
Howeve:, this panel is not anchor bolted to the floor but welded
per the requirements of Sargent and Lundy equipment attachment

detail drawing. Weld inspection records are available for
review.

Possible confusion with regards to what panel is in question
exists. Adjacent to panel 1LCOSE is 1DCO3E. Panel 1DCO3E was
inspected on July 7, 1982 per the requirements of L. K. Comstock
Procedure 4.8.13.

Commonwealth Edison Coapany Project Construction Department
acknowledges your concern that penetration records did not
provide actual torque values to mounting bolts and did not
indicate the torque wrencn number utilized is correct. However,
Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department

eels L. K. Comstock's procedure and method of inspection using
qualified inspectors to verify that proper torque values were
applied with calibrated instruments is acceptable.




(0262d)

Inspection of the installation c¢f electrical penetrations was
completed during an in-process inspection. Verification that
craft personnel used calibrated wrenches and torqued penetration
bolts to the requirements of Procedure 4.3.17, Table 5-10 was
witnessed by a qualiried L. K. Comstock Quality Control
inspector. Even though torque wrenches were not recorded on
inspection checklists, wrenches Al8]1 and 837 were determined to
be used during the installation. Review of calibration records
show these wrenches were in calibration at the time of use.




Keither an ICR or NCR had been prepared to document damaged lower
braces and missing cross bars inside MCCIAP226E.

DL{SCUSS ION

'he damaged lower braces and missing cross bars appear to be the
same item.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

The missing brace/cross bar was laying in the MCC and was
re-installed. An NCR has been prepared to determine the function
and requirements of these brace/cross bars as to whether
replacement repair of the bent portions is necessary. All
safety-related MCC's will be inspected for any similar damage.

(02684)




Nelther an ICR or NC2X had been prepared to document that Class 1E
Cable 1CV587 was not terminated per design. The cable was
erroneously marked as a spare cable. Records indicate that the

teraination of this cable had been inspected and accepted by 1.
Comstock QC. Criteria 16,

RESPONSE

CORECT!

ACTION

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department
acknowledges the NRC concern and offer the following clarification
and corrective action taken.

ICV587 was correctly terminated and not marked spare However ,
cable 1CV036 was Inadvertantly not terminated and marked spare.
Both cables connect to the same terminal points and caused some
confusion to both the terminator and L. K. Comstock inspector.
Commonwealth Ediron Company Project Construction Department feels
this 1s an isclated occurrence. Furthermore, we believe that
Commonwealth Edison Company Operational Analysis Department would
have detected the error during electrical test, which has not yet
been performed.

VE ACTION TAKEN

L. K. Comstock issued Inspection Correction Report 3440 to

1dentify the discrepancy. ICR 3440 was closed on November 14,
1983.

TAEEN TO PREVENT FURTHER OCCURENCE

Discussed the nature of the error made with both the t inator
and Quality Control inspector. Both individuals were inded of
the need for accuracy.

DATE OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

(0265d)

November 14, 1983.




Inside Unit 1 Containment Bulilding &t elevation 397' near cold leg
number 3, a 2" pipe was being temporarily supported by
safety-related conduit ClR2329-1P2E. This support was at about a
45° angle indicating that the piping maey have been installed to
support the pipe for welding.

Inside Unit 1 Containment Building at elevation 412' radius R12,
instrument rack 1PL71J, was being utilized to support 2 stej
ladders. The step ladders were chained in place so it was not
possivle to inspect the instrument rack for damage. Criter.a 13.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKZN FOR 6.a) and 6.b)
6.a) Immediately after being informed of the problems the mechanical

contractor was notified and the item was corrected before the
inspector left the site No damage to the conduit was observed.

6.b) Both step ladders were removed from the instrument rack. No
damage to the instrument rack was observed.

Commonwealth Edison Company Project Construction Department feels these

items shovld not be considered as items of Non-Compliance because no
damage to equipment was observed. However, Commonwealth Edison Company
normal practice 1s not to use equipment to support contruction materials.

(0269d)




