I o? o0
* ) TeENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37902

400 West Summit Hill Drive, E3AS8

November 14, 1985

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Denton:

Your letter to W. F. Willis dated September 26, 1985, requested copies of
investigation reports and related documents dealing with potentially
safety-related employee concerns on TVA's nuclear plants. Copies of the
requested information as outlined in TVA's October 7, 1985, letter are
enclosed and cover the period of November 8, 1985 through November 14, 1985.
TVA has previously submitted copies of the requested information through

~— November 7, 1985. We are also enclosing computer summaries of the information
which we have transmitted to date.

If you have questions concerning the material transmitted, please contact
M. S. Kidd or B. F. Siefken at FTS No. 856-2289 or 856-6230, respectively.

Sincerely,

Director, Nuclear Safety
g Review Staff

Enclosures

cc (Enclosures):
Mr. James M. Taylor, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. J. Nelson Grace
Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II

101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100 <
Atlanta, Georgia 30323 .

gg&1190217 85111390 (S

PR ADOCK 0500032 ‘\

An Equal Opportunity Employer




Page No., 1
11/13/85

Y

QTC NUMBER

** MILESTONE:
IN-85-160-001
WI-85-084-001
*% Subtotal **

*% MILESTONE:
EX-85-003-003
EX-85-049-001
IN-85-001-003
IN-85-012-X02
IN-85-021-%X05
IN-85-024-001
IN-85-031-001
IN-85-037-001
IN-85-038-001

I 039-001
Il 39-002
IN-85-052-001

IN-85-088-001
IN-85-091-x02
IN-85-130-002
IN-85-169-001
IN-85-202-001
IN-85-251-002
IN-85-260-003
IN-85~311-008
IN-85-325-006
IN-85-393-003
IN-85-406-001
IN-85-413-001
IN-85-424-011
IN-85-424~-X13
IN-85-439-003
IN-85-445-008
IN-85-445-010
IN-85-445-013
IN-85-457-001
IN-85-465-002
IN-85-472-002
IN-85-534-005
IN-85-544-001
Iy 44-002
I 81-002
IN-85-612-X07
IN-85-676-001

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

SUBJECT

UNREPORTED FIRE
WELDER CERTIFICATION

1 FUEL LOAD

UNAUTH CHNG TO WDREC
NO SECURITY BARRIER
WELDS UNDER WATER
TENSILE STRNG OF FIT
WELDER CERTIF FALSIF
DRWNS & 050 NOTES
ENBD PLTS NOT CORREC
CONCRETE ANCHORS
ANALYS OF LARGE PIPE
THML STRS ON PIPING
STRES&SUPPRT LD PROB
DRWNGS & 050 NOTES
VACUM TEST ON DOORS
NO NCR FOR LOST DOCU
FIRE SEALS BREACHED
SYS 62 VALVE CLASS
CRACK IN WELD

MAINT WITHOUT NCR
WELD DOCUMNTATION

CR ENTRANCE FIREDOOR
VALV CONT/OPER TRAN
FSAR REQ ‘FOR SUPERV
UNAUTH CHNG TO WDREC
"050 "NOTES

INADEQ UPDT WELD CER
FALSIF WELDER CERTIF
INADEQ CRAFT SUPV
PROC DIFFICULT TO KN
EYE TEST INADEQUATE
47-050 HARD TO USE
INADQ REVIEW BY PORC
LOOSE CONDUIT

NO NCRS ON ERCW LINS
FIRE PROTEC HYDRO TE
WORK W/O WORKPLAN
VIOLATION OF PROCEDU
WLDRS NOT QUAL ELEC
WELDER CERTIF FALSIF
DISAGREE W/TVA POLIC

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

INVEST
ORG
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10/23/85
10/28/85
10/10/85
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11/04/85
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07/09/85
11/05/85
/7
10/10/85
10/04/85
/7
07/24/85
08/04/85
10/03/85
11/04/85
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DOCUMENT
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Page No, 2

| 11/13/85

‘ TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

| WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

‘ ‘ EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

| NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE A DATE KEY
i ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C  CLOSED WORD
‘ B C #
? ?

IN-85-684-001 DEFECTIVE TUBE STEE0O NSRS 09/16/85 .Fe / / .F. 09/16/85 MATERIAL 1
IN-85-770-002 PROC FOR CER NOT PER ERT 10/24/85 T [/ / JF. 11/04/85 WELDING 1

~ IN-85-770-003 UNCERTIFIED WELDERS ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ [/ .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1

- IN-85-770-X07 WELDERS CERT FALSIFI ERT/OGC 10/24/85 .T. [/ / JF. 11/04/85 WELDING 1
IN-85-778~X07 WELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/OGC 10/24/85 .T. [/ / .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1

. IN-85-795-001 COMPRESS FITTING ERT 08/07/85 .T. 10/07/85 .T. 10/30/85 INSTRUMENT 1

\ IN-85-795-002 COMPRESS FITTING ERT 08/07/85 .T. 10/07/85 .F. 10/30/85 INSTRUMENT 1

‘ IN-85-847-006 CRFT SUP ALW UNAP PL NSRS 10/29/85 7. [/ / JF. 11/04/85 QA 1
IN-85-850-002 QUANTITY VS. QUALITY NSRS 11/07/85 .F. / 7/ .F. 11/12/85 QA 1

‘ IN-85-853-X02 VIOLAT TVA PROCEDURE ERT 10/12/85 .F. / / .F. 10/18/85 QA 1

’ IN-85-897-001 INEXP CRAFTSMEN NSRS 11/07/85 7. / / .F. 11/12/85 CRAFT 1
IN-85-915-003 DRAWING CONTROL NSRS 10/22/85 .T. / / .F. 10/22/85 DOCUMENT 1

\ IN-85-965-001 WELDOR CER BACKDATED ERT 10/24/85 7. / [/ .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1
IN-85-977-001 TAPE NOT REPL ON RCS NSRS 10/10/85 .F. / / F. / 7/ QA 1
IN-85-977-002 DOCUMENT OF TCS/SIS NSRS 10/03/85 T / [/ JFe / [/ DOCUMENT 1
IN-86~055-003 HYDRAZINE SPILL NSRS 10/17/85 .v. / / e S/ OPERATIONS 1
I 068-002 RETUBIN OF HEAT EXCH ERT 11/05/85 .T. [/ / .F. 11/12/85 MAINTENANC 1
1'87-004 DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST NSRS 10/04/85 .T. / / .F. / 7/ QA 1
IN-¥8-090-001 DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST NSRS 10/04/85 .T. [/ / Fo / / QA 1
IN-86-090~003 SIS APPROVAL W/0 REV NSRS 10/17/85 .tr. [/ / Feo /) OPERATIONS 1
IN-86-102-001 REQ FOR CONDUIT INSU NSRS 10/11/85 .T. / / Fe /) HANGERS 1
IN-86-102-002 NO ATTACH D/CONDUIT NSRS 10/14/85 .Fe / / .F. 10/16/85 CONSTRUCTI 1
IN-86-143-002 WELDER CERT BACKDATE ERT 10/24/85 .T. / [/ .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1
IN-86-155-004 WELDS MAY NOT INSPEC NSRS 10/22/85 .*. / / .F. 10/22/85 WELDING 1
IN-86-167-005 WELDER REQUAL BACKDT ERT 10/24/85 1. / / .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1

’ IN-86-167-X06 WELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/0GC 10/24/85 .T. [/ / .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1
IN-86-210-001 HEAT EXCH TUBES INAD ERT 11/05/85 .T. / / .F. 11/12/85 DESIGN 1

’ IN-86-221-004 CLEANERS NOT APPVD NSRS 10/10/85 .T. / / JFeo /7 MATERIAL 1
IN-86-259-004 INADEQ CABLE PULL NSRS 10/31/85 .. / / .F. 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL 1
NS~85-001-001 INACCUR WELD INSPECT ERT 08/13/85 .T. 09/27/85 .F. [/ / WELDING 1

l PH-85-003-021 ENG EVAL NOT CONDUCT NSRS 10/10/85 .T. / [/ .F. 10/16/85 QA 1
PH-85-006-001 CHANGES TO 050 NOTES NSRS 08/09/85 .F. / [/ .F. 08/09/85 HANGERS 1

l PH-85-012-001 INSPECT OF WELDS ERT 07/19/85 .T. / [/ .F. 07/19/85 WELDING 1
PH-85-018-001 AUDIT FINDS WITHHELD ERT 07/10/85 .F. [/ [/ .F. 07/10/85 QA 1

’ WI-85-003-001 FALSE WELD CERTF CRD ERT 10/24/85 .T.. / / .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1

' WI-85-003-X02 WELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/OGC 10/24/85 .T. / / .F. 11/04/85 WELDING 1
WI-85-013-003 INVALID TREND ANALYS ERT 11/06/85 7. / [/ .F. 11/06/85 INSPECTION 1
WI-85-055-001 WELDER RECERTIFICATI ERT 09/24/85 7. [/ [/ .F. 10/02/85 WELDING 1
WI-85-056~001 NOT FOLLOW CODE REQU ERT 09/24/85 .T. [/ / .F. 10/02/85 WELDING 1
*¥** Subtotal **

78

* STONE: 2 CRITICALITY
I1 16~003 TUBING NOT CLAMPED NSRS 09/03/85 .T. / / e /) HANGERS 1
IN-85-025-001 INCORE THERMO TEST NSRS 07/03/85 .F. [/ / Fooo /7 TESTING 1

IN-85-064-002 SHUTDN BDS TOP OPEN NSRS 06/28/85 .T. 07/22/85 .T. 07/22/85 ELECTRICAL 1




' Page No. 3
11/13/85
‘ TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
l WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
’ . EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING
' QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST  DATE S DATE A  DATE KEY
| ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C  CLOSED WORD
\ B C #
i ? ?
|
| IN-85-069-001 INADEQUATE INSPECTS ERT 07/10/85 .T. 10/10/85 .F. / /  HANGERS 1
IN-85-106-001 MN STM LOADS SUPPORT ERT 07/11/85 .F. / /  .F. 07/11/85 DESIGN 1
| IN-85-109-002 BOLTS REPLAC BY WELD NSRS 11/07/85 .T. / /  .F. 11/12/85 DESIGN 1
~ IN-85-186-002 INSL ON CONDT & CABL ERT 07/10/85 .F. 09/24/85 .T. 10/10/85 ELECTRICAL 1
 IN-85-216-001 WELDING SEQUENCE ERT 07/10/85 .T. 08/05/85 .F. / /  WELDING 1
. IN-85-217-001 CONDENS POTS, #1 ERT 07/15/85 .T. / / .F. 07/14/85 DESIGN 1
| IN-85-246-001 INSUFFNT MOVEMT/NVR NSRS 08/09/85 .,F. / /  .F. 08/09/85 DESIGN 1
 IN-85-281-001 DIFFUSER FLOW ERT 07/05/85 .T. 08/02/85 .F. 07/05/85 DESIGN 1
| IN-85-281-003 TRNSM NOT READ SAME NSRS 08/15/85 .T. 09/17/85 .T. 09/17/85 DESIGN 1
| IN-85-415-002 CONCRETE ERCW LINES NSRS 07/11/85 .F. / /  .F. 07/11/85 MECHANICAL 1
- IN-85-439-006 SUBSTD WEAK CONCRETE NSRS 11/07/85 .F. / / .F. 11/12/85 CIVIL 1
 IN-85-460-003 GOUGE IN LINE, 1# ERT 08/29/85 .T. 09/24/85 .T. 10/17/85 MECHANICAL 1
IN-85-460-X05 EXCAV ARC STRK SYS72 ERT 10/21/85 .T. / / .F. 10/21/85 WELDING 1
IN-85-485-X01 SOFT CONCRETE NSRS 11/07/85 .F. / /  .F. 11/12/85 CIVIL 1
IN-85-534-001 FIRE PROTECT SYSTEM NSRS 10/08/85 ,Fe [/ / Fe / / DESIGN 1
IN-85-601~001 INADEQ SURVL INSTRUC NSRS 10/09/85 .T. / / .F. 10/09/85 QA 1
I 802-001 TARGET ROCK VALVES NSRS 10/25/85 T« [/ [/ JFe [/ / DESIGN 1
1’122—001 CRACKS IN WF 33 BEAM NSRS 10/10/85 .T. / / .F. 10/16/85 MATERIAL 1
*% total **
21
l *%* MILESTONE: 3 5% POWER
IN-85-001-002 WELD ROD CONTROL ERT 07/10/85 .F. / /  .F. 07/06/85 WELDING 1
' IN-85-016-001 BROKN CONCRE AT PLAT NSRS/ERT 08/05/85 .F. / / .F. 08/04/85 CIVIL 1
’ IN-85-021-003 BACKDATE CERTF CARDS ERT 08/19/85 .. / / .F. / /  WELDING 1
IN-85-027-002 COMPUTER ANALYSIS  ERT 08/01/85 .T. 10/08/85 .T. 10/04/85 DESIGN 1
IN-85-052-008 PROCED FOR WELD RODS ERT 07/10/85 .T. 09/24/85 .F. / /  WELDING 1
IN-85-064~001 SPRAY ON SHUTDN BDS NSRS 06/28/85 .T. / / .F. 06/28/85 ELECTRICAL 1
IN-85-086~001 STM GEN MATERIALS  ERT 07/10/85 .F. / / .F. 07/10/85 MATERIAL 1
IN-85-108~001 SYS 68 PIPING ERT 07/12/85 .F. / /  .F. 07/12/85 MATERIAL 1
IN-85-113-003 WELDER CERTIFICATION ERT 07/10/85 .T. 10/07/85 .F. / /  WELDING 1
IN-85-140~001 OPER WATCH VS PAPER NSRS 08/30/85 .T. 10/16/85 .T. 10/16/85 OPERATIONS 1
IN-85-186-004 BOARDS IN ELEC PANEL ERT 07/05/85 .F. 09/23/85 .F. 09/23/85 ELECTRICAL 1
IN-85-211-001 ERCW LINE LEAK NSRS 06/27/85 .F. / /  .F. 06/27/85 MECHANICAL 1
IN-85-221-001 IMPROPER VALVE OPER ERT 07/05/85 .T. 09/23/85 .T. 09/23/85 OPERATIONS 1
IN-85-346-003 WELD CERTIFICATIONS ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / JF. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
IN-85-352-001 UPDATE WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / /  .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
IN-85-388-006 HEAT CODE TRACEABILI NSRS 07/03/85 .T. 07/26/85 .T. 07/26/85 MATERIAL 1
IN-85-453-007 INADEQ CERTF OF WELD ERT 08/19/85 .*» / / .F. / /  WELDING 1
| IN-85-465-001 LINES CLOSE TO HANGR NSRS 07/30/85 .T. 08/09/85 .T. 09/08/85 MECHANICAL 1
' IN-85-493-004 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
UNUSED WLD RDS DISPO ERT 09/03/85 .T. / / F. [/ /  WELDING 1
WELDER RECERTIFICATE ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
RECERT W/O VERIFICAT ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
FIRE PROT LINES NSRS 10/22/85 .F. / /  .F. 10/22/85 DESIGN 1
IN-85-540-001 INADE WELD CERTIFICA ERT . 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85 WELDING 1
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\ Page No. 4
11/13/85
’ TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
’ WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
| ‘ EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING
QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE A DATE KEY
| ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C CLOSED WORD
| B Cc
| ? ?
|
‘ IN-85-543-002 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85 WELDING
. IN-85-554-001 INCOMP STAIN STEL LN NSRS 09/03/85 .F. / / .T. 09/03/85 CONSTRUCTI
' IN-85-612-006 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-671-004 WELDS NOT PROP INSPE NSRS 10/22/85 .T. / / .F. 10/22/85 WELDING
’ IN-85-705-001 UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE ERT 09/28/85 .T. / / oFe / 7/ CONSTRUCTI
. IN-85-725-X14 INADQ RECERT PROG ERT 11/05/85 .F. / / .F. 11/12/85 WELDING
’ IN-85-725-X15 TEST PLATES INADQ ERT 11/05/85 .F. / / .F. 11/12/85 WELDING
IN-85-778-001 WELDER CERTIFICATION ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/15/85 WELDING
} IN-85-824-002 UNAPPROV BEND PROCED ERT 08/23/85 .T. 10/18/85 .T. 10/30/85 QA
IN-85-845-004 IMPROPER WELDING ERT 16/10/85 .F. / / .F. 10/16/85 WELDING
IN-86-119-001 INADEQUATE CONDUITS NSRS 10/09/85 .T. / / oFo / / ELECTRICAL
IN-86-173-001 DESIGN CALCULATIONS NSRS 10/28/85 .T. / / .Fo / 7/ DESIGN
IN-86-259-006 INADQ SEPAR OF CABLE NSRS 11/01/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL
IN-86-262-003 EXCEED MAX PULL TENS NSRS 10/31/85 .T. / / .F. 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL
IN-86-268~003 IMPROPER INSTAL CABL NSRS 11/01/85 .T. / / .F., 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL
PH-85-001-002 INST LNS SLOPE PROB ERT 07/06/85 .T. 09/20/85 .T. 09/23/85 INSTRUMENT
W 053-006 TEST DIR NOT QUAL NSRS 10/25/85 .F. / / oFo / 7/ CONSTRUCTI
*'total %
** MILESTONE: 5 100% POWER
IN-85-010-004 FIRE PROT PIPNG DESN ERT 09/16/85 .F. / 7/ .F. 09/24/85 DESIGN
IN-85-021-002 SYS77 DRAINS IN FLR ERT 08/23/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 08/30/85 DESIGN
IN-85-218-001 APPROVAL OF AS-BUILT ERT 07/29/85 .r. 08/22/85 .T. 08/22/85 INSTRUMENT
IN-85-407-001 INACCURATE Q-LIST NSRS 10/04/85 .T. / 7/ oFeo / / DESIGN
IN-85-688-003 VALIDITY OF CRIT SYS NSRS 16/04/85 .T. / 7/ oFo / / DESIGN
IN-85-945-001 ELEC MANHOLES DISORG NSRS 10/22/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 10/22/85 ELECTRICAL
** gSubtotal **
** MILESTONE: 6
IN-86-199-001 CAB PULL/REQ PER QCI NSRS 10/31/85 .T. / / .F. 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL
IN-86-201-001 CAB PULL LIMIT EXCEE NSRS 10/31/85 .T. / / .F. 11/04/85 ELECTRICAL
** Subtotal **
*% MILESTONE: 6 01/01/86
EX-85-012-001 UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE ERT 09/28/85 .T. / / oFe / / CONSTRUCTI
IN-85-~078-001 UO/SAFTY RELATE SYST NSRS 10/14/85 .F. / 7/ .F. 10/16/85 OPERATIONS
IN-85-196-003 VALVE OPER INADEQ ERT 08/24/85 .T. / 7/ oFe / / OPERATIONS
IN-85-496-002 LINER OF ERCW PIPING NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / 7/ Fo / 7/ MECHANICAL
IN-85-618~004 DAMAGED INST TUBING NSRS 08/12/85 .T. / / oFo / / CONSTRUCTI
CLAIRTY IN PROCEDURE NSRS 10/22/85 .F. / / .F. 10/22/85 OPERATIONS

Il'825—002

" .
[ T - S e e B

S




Page No, 5
11/13/85

QTC NUMBER

** gubtotal **

** MILESTONE:
IN-85-020~-001
** gubtotal **

*%¥ MILESTONE:
IN-85-211~-002
*% gSubtotal **

*% MILESTONE:
IN-86-145-002
** Subtotal **

*’ESTONE:

EX-85-021~002
IN-85-426-002
IN-85-815-001
IN-85-835-002
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE:
IN-85-445-002
IN-85-458-007
** Subtotal **

*% MILESTONE:
IN-85-196-004
IN-85-442-X12
IN-85-589-001
IN-85-713-004
IN-85-846-002
*% gubtotal **

** MILESTONE:
E 39~-003
E 042-003
IN-55~103-001
IN-85-337-001

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE A DATE
ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C CLOSED
B C
? ?

6 09/02/85
IMPROP INSTAL REDHDS NSRS/ERT 08/15/85 .T. / 7/ oFo / /

6 1ST REFUEL
ERCW LINE NOT STAINL NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / / .F. / 7/

6 I85-166WBN
CONCRETE LINING APAR NSRS 10/03/85 .F., / 7/ . / /

6 IN85-113003

VERIFI PROCESS/WELD ERT 09/26/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 10/03/85
INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85
CERTIFICATI OF WELDR ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85
WELDING CERTIFICATIO ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / .F. 10/03/85
6 IN85-406001

UNAUT ACCS TO WLD SY ERT 08/27/85 .T. / / .F. 08/27/85
CHNG OF WELD STATUS ERT 08/27/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 08/27/85
6 IN85-415002

INPROP INSTAL PIPING NSRS 10/11/85 .F. / 7/ .F. 10/16/85
LINING LOSS IN PIPE NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / 7/ .F. / 7/
LINER ON ERCW LINE NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / / F. / /
CONCRETE LIN IN PIPE NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / / Fe /7
GOUT LINER/SAFTY HAZ NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / / «Fe / /

6 NO DATE

DESIGN DEFICIENCY ERT/OGC 11/07/85 .T. / / JF. 11/12/85
WELDERS REQUALIFICAT ERT 10/23/85 .T. / / .F. 10/30/85
IEB 79-02 NSRS 08/09/85 .T. / 7/ .F. 08/09/85
ERCW LN W/CEMENT LIN NSRS 10/03/85 .F. / / Y

KEY
WORD

CIVIL

MECHANICAL

MECHANICAL

WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING

WELDING
WELDING

MATERIAL

MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL

DESIGN
WELDING
DESIGN
MECHANICAL

[ W

ol P P A
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Page No. 6
11/13/85

QTC NUMBER

IN-85-373-001
IN-85-532-006
IN-85-543-004
IN-85-915-002
IN-86-108-001
IN-86-110-001
IN-86-190-003
IN-86-232-001
IN-86-259-001
IN-86-266-X09
IN-86-266-X10
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE:
IN-85-119-001

**.total * %k

*% MILESTONE:
IN-85-173-001
IN-85-189-002
IN-85-246-005
IN-85-530-001
IN-85-615-001
*%* Subtotal **

** MILESTONE:
EX-85-008-~001
EX~-85-009-001
EX-85-010-002
IN~-85-021-001
IN-85-091-001
IN-85-130-001
IN-85-411~-001
IN-85-514-001
IN-85-541-~001
IN-85-556-001
IN-85-589-002
IN-85-748-001
NS-85-002-001
X 013-001
X 19-001

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

SUBJECT

DAMAGED CABLE
OVERSIZED WELDS
DETERORIATE STEEL
DRAWING CONTROL
DRAWINGS NOT CURRENT
INADQ ICE LOADING
ANCHOR NOT TEST INDI
REPAIR ERCW VIOLAT
FAILURE USE FUSE LIN
LACK OF COVERAGE
PROCE REQ FOR CABLES

6 PH85-001002
IMPROPER LINE INSTAL

6 U2 FUEL LD

LEAK IN SPRINK SYS
ACCESS TO VALVES/#2
RUSTED WELDS/#2/RB
WLDS NOT ACCRD PROCD
OBSTRUCTED ACCESS

7 N/A

UNQUAL SUBJOURNEYMEN
SUBSTN WK BY SUBJRMN
UNQAUL SUBJOURNEYMEN
TUBE BENDERS

LOST DOCUMENTATION
UNQUILIFIED PERSONNE
SAFTY HAZ ON PLATFRM
CONTAM DURING CUTTIN
REQ WELD ON 2 SIDES
SUBJ DOING JOUR WORK
SUBJ DOING JOURN WRK
TIE-IN OF SEAL DRAIN
BFN/SUPTS ON RHR SYS
SQN/WRONG WELD ROD
BLN/AUDIT FINDINGS

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

INVEST
ORG

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS/ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

ERT

ERT
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS

ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT

DATE
REPORT

06/28/85
08/16/85
07/29/85
10/17/85
11/01/85
10/25/85
10/24/85
10/03/85
10/31/85
10/31/85
11/01/85

09/18/85

08/13/85
10/04/85
10/24/85
08/15/85
10/04/85

09/28/85
09/28/85
09/28/85
07/27/85
09/16/85
09/28/85
07/23/85
08/22/85
08/15/85
09/28/85
09/28/85
08/16/85
10/12/85
08/22/85
07/10/85

S
U
B
?

«Te
«Te
F.
Fo
«F.
«Te
«Te
F.
«To
Fo
«Te

oTe

Fo.
oFo
«Ta
oFo.
.F.

«Te
«Te
«Te
«Te
«Te
«Te
.T.
«Te
.F.
oTe
«Te
.F.
oTe
Fo
.F.

DATE

RESPONSE

07/25/85

/

/

09/26/85

NN NNNNN N

NN NNNNN N

10/22/85

NN

R R T T N

NN

[38]
N
[oo]
w

o

O
\\\\\\\\E\\\\\\

(84}

w QO

«Te
Fe
«Te
F.
oF.
«Fo
.F.
oFo
.F.
.F.
.F.

.T.

oFo
oFo
F.
«F.
oF.

.Fo
.Fo
Fo
«T.
.F.
.Fe
«.Te
F.
.F.
.F.
.F.
oTe
.F.
.F.
.F.

DATE
CLOSED

07/25/85
/7
07/29/85
10/17/85
11/04/85
10/30/85
10/30/85
/7
11/04/85
11/04/85
11/04/85

10/30/85

08/13/85
10/04/85
/7
08/15/85
10/04/85

0/30/85

w

8/15

/7
/7
/7
10/30/
/7
/7
09/08/8
/7
08/15/85
/7
/7
08/16/

8/16

/7
08/27/85
07/10/85

85

KEY
WORD

ELECTRICAL
HANGERS
CONSTRUCTI
DOCUMENT
DOCUMENT
DESIGN
CIVIL
MECHANICAL
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL

S L o o

—
(84}

INSTRUMENT 1

MATERIAL
DESIGN
WELDING
WELDING
DESIGN

bt o

[%2]

CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
DOCUMENT

CONSTRUCTI

CONSTRUCTI
DESIGN
CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
DESIGN
OPERATIONS

b e b el e e b e e

QA



’ Page No. 7
l 11/13/85
’ TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
’ EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
’ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING
| QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE A DATE KEY
ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C CLOSED WORD
B C #
? ?
*% gubtotal **
15
* %% Total * % %
206
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!
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Page No. 1
11/13/85
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
’ WATTS BAR EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
| ’ WEEKLY K-FORM LISTING
’ oTC KEY KEY MAY 16
| NUMBER SUBJECT WORD WORD LETTER
' EX-85-056-001 INSPECTORS INCONSIST INSPECTION INSPECTORS - -
' EX-85-058-001 ENG QUALIFICATION  CONSTRUCT CONTROL - X -
EX-85-058-002 WRITING FCRS CONSTRUCT  CONTROL -X -
’ EX-85-061-003 WELD ROD CONTROL WELDING ROD - X -
‘ EX-85-061-004 DRAWINGS UNDETAILED WELDING DOCUMENT - -
EX-85-061-005 ACCESS TO NOTES HANGERS 050 NOTES - -
\ EX-85-062-X02 DOCUMENT USE 0A EFFECT - -
EX-85-062-X03 QUALITY TRAINING CONSTRUCTI TRAINING - -
EX-85-062-X04 EXAMINE QUALITY CONSTRUCTI TRAINING - -
EX-85-064-001 WORKERS UNQUALIFIED CONSTRUCTO PERSONNEL -
EX-85-066-001 CONDUIT SUPPORT HANGERS INSTALL -
EX-85-066-002 NUMBER CONDUILETTS ELECTRICAL CABLES -
EX-85-068-001 HANGER BRACKET PLACE HANGERS INSTALL -
EX-85-073-001 CABLE BEND RADIUS  ELECTRICAL CABLES - X
EX-85-073-002 INSPECTOR CONSISTENC INSPECTION INSPECTORS -
EX-85-076-001 CONDUIT SUPPORTS WELDING INSPECTION - X
EX-85-076-002 CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS WELDING INSPECTION - X
EX-85-076-003 CABLE BREAK LINKS  ELECTRICAL CABLES - X
EX-85-082-002 ENG LATE DRAWING HANGERS INSTALL - X
. EX-85-082-003 INSPECTORS EXPERIENC INSPECTION INSPECTORS -~
IN-85-046-006 OBJECTS IN WALL CIVIL CONCRETE -
IN-85-068-002 EQUIP LOCATION INSTRUMENT INSTALL -
IN-85-085-002 WELD QUALITY WELDING WORKMANSHI -
IN-85-304-001 ATTACHMENT PROBLEM  DESIGN ADEQUACY -
IN-85-314-001 CABLE TENSION ELECTRICAL CABLES - X
IN-85-336-001 PROCEDURAL REQUIREMT OPERATIONS PERSONNEL -
IN-86-035-001 SHIPPING INADEQUATE MATERIAL  CONTROL - X
IN-86-252-004 CABLE DAMAGE CONSTRUCTI CONTROL -
IN-86-273-001 CONTAINMENT COATING OPERATIONS MAINATENAN - -
OW-85-004-001 INSPECTORS INCONSIST INSPECTION INSPECTORS - -
PH-85-027-006 WELD ACCEPTANCE WELDING DOCUMENT - -
PH-85-027-007 COVERING WELDS WELDING WORKMANSHI - -
PH-85-027-X08 WELD DOCU IDENTIFICA WELDING DOCUMENT - -
PH-85-052-X03 WELDER CERT FALSIFIE WELDING WELDERS - -
WI-85-030-006 FILLET WELDS WELDING DOCUMENT - X -
WI-85-030-007 STRUCTURAL WELDING WELDING CODES - X -
WI-85-030-008 CARBO-ZINC PRIMER  WELDING INSPECTION - X -
WI-85-030-009 CARBO-ZINC PRIMER  WELDING INSPECTION - -
WI-85-030-010 WELDING/NDE PROGRAM WELDING INSPECTION - X -
WI-85-076~001 WELD INSP DOCUMENT WELDING DOCUMENT - -
WI-85-076-002 DOCUMENT FALSIFIED WELDING DOCUMENT - =
WI-85-086-001 QUALITY AUDIT PROGRA QA EFFECT - X -
XX-85-033-002 SQN/FOREMAN QUALIFIC OPERATIONS PERSONNEL - -
XX-85-033-006 SQN/FOREMAN MATERIAL MATERIAL  CONTROL - X -
‘ XX-85-077-001 SQN/PRE-OP/REQUISITE TESTING DRE-OP - -
XX-85-077-002 SQN/INACCURATE DRAWI DOCUMENT  CONTROL - X -
XX~-85-084-001 SQN/EXPOSURE OPERATIONS CONTROL - -
XX~85-087-001 SQN/CONTAINMENT COAT OPERATIONS MAINTENANC - -

S T T T ST S S ol ol el S I I SR SRy ST S S



Page No.
11/13/85

QTC
NUMBER

XX-85-107-001
XX-85~110~001
XX-85-113-001
XX-85-113-002
XX-85-113-003
k% motal *k*

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WEEKLY K-FORM LISTING

KEY KEY MAY 16 #
SUBJECT WORD WORD LETTER

BLN/WELDING INSPECTO WELDING INSPECTORS - - 1
BLN/WELDING/NDE PROG WELDING INSPECTION - - 1
SQN/QUALITY AUDIT PG QA EFFECT - X - 1
BLN/QUALITY AUDIT PG QA EFFECT - X - 1
BFN/QUALITY AUDIT PG QA EFFECT - X - 1
53



' 7S

EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-056-001
Category: 5 ‘; Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: QC INSPECTORS ARE INCONSISTENT ON THEIR INSPECTIONS.

CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, NO SPECIFICS.

mﬁ{%‘»ﬁﬁ&%ﬂs 1985

MANAGER, DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to: '

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS v



. Prung L€

- EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS A TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asasigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-058-001
Category: 14 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: THE WORKING KNOWLEDGE OF SOME ENGINEERS AT WATTS BAR IS VERY
QUESTIONABLE. SOME ENGINEERS HAVE TOLD THE CI TO GO AHEAD AND BUILD
THINGS THE WAY THEY NEED TO AND ENGINEERING WOULD CATCHUP WITH
PAPERWORK LATER. CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION. CI COULD NOT PROVIDE NAMES. '

vu{‘M" 1’ /

o o s e e i e o e e . S S S o e S S S S o s

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS

— i — — —— T — ——— — o T Y - — ——— A o - D S ST . — . . — — — "  — ——— " - Y~ W

- B B L0 e
CbNJJt;lJ NSRS DéTE
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-058-002
Category: 14 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: ENGINEERING WOULD QUITE OFTEN TRY TO AVOID WRITING FCéS WHEN
IT WAS NECESSARY TO MAKE FIELD CHANGES AT UNIT 2 - WBNP. CONSTRUCTION
CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR NAMES.

AR YAl

MANAGER, ER DATE

NSRS has aasigned responsibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

OTHERS (SPECIFY ) o o o o i

LB
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0183

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-061-003
Category: 33 -‘ Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: THERE IS A LACK OF WELD ROD CONTROL AT WATTS BAR.

CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

%.Eéw?ﬂ/ é éﬁg\; 0‘;2\335
.MaNKGERT E .

DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

w o3 N%ﬁ-ﬁi&s&m-_ﬂéggg
P



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T30183

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-061-004
Category: 26 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: DRAWINGS DO NOT ALWAYS SHOW COMPLETE DETAILS, I.E. SPECIFIC
WELD SIZE. CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL DETAIL.

NSRS hasa aasigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT _____

—— " — " —— — oA M Y S Gt T - " U — — — _— — —— —— T — " — " —— — ————_ —



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50184

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
aasigned the indicated category and priority.:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-061-0035
Category: 24 A> Confidentiality: _YES _NO  (Is&H)
Superviasor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: WORKERS DO NOT HAVE ACCESS TO THE *050" NOTES TO BUILD

CONFIGURATIONS 1IF DRAWINGS DO NOT SHOW ADEQUATE DETAILS. CONSTRUCTION
CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

——— s St . e D . S — —— — ———— — ——. v T, —— —— —

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has asaigned responaibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS v

OTHERS (SPECIFY) _ _ .

. | /S_Am%_j_._&_«x’hh_#gﬁ(
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50183

‘ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-062-X02

Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: INSPECTORS USED *"INFORMATION ONLY'" DRAWINGS TO DO SOME

INSPECTIONS AT UNIT 1, ALL BUILDINGS, BACK 1IN 1981 AND 1982.
CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NOT FURTHER INFORMATION.

gé é é NOV 05 1985

" MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS __ v/
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50184

ERT hasa received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-062-X03
Category: 7 ' Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)

Supervisor Notified: _YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CI EXPRESSED THAT QUALITY RELATED TRAINING WAS INADEQUATE.
DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION
DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS haa assigned responsibility for inveastigation of the above concern
to:

ERT

NSRS/ERT _____

—— i —_— — —— —— —— — A — " ————— T _— —— — A — — —— — - _— — " — G ——— ——— — —

\ Lo DL 1115135
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
aaaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-062-X04
Category: 7 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO * NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: EMPLOYEES WERE GIVEN COPIES OF QUALITY RELATED EXAMINATIONS
TO STUDY PRIOR TO TAKING THE ACTUAL EXAMINATION. DETAILS KNOWN TO
QTC,WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CIl
HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

Worl, o L LL NS s

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has asasigned responaibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT _f:
NSRS/ERT

T



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50183

ERT haa received the Employee.concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-064-001
Category: 7 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)>
Superviasor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: TVA HAS INPSECTORS, SUPERVISORS, AND ENGINEERS IN THE FIELD
THAT AREN’T QUALIFIED. NO NAMES KNOWN. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI
HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT _____

- T — —— — ——— —— — > S " S f—————— — S T G oy S — > — Y —— o V—— YD G ——— —— - " " = —— -
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50183

ERT haa received the Enmployee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-066-001
Category: 10 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Superviasor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CONDUIT RUNS DO NOT HAVE ADEQUATE SUPPORT DESIGN. THERE ARE
NOT ENOUGH SUPPORTS DESIGNED FOR MULTIPLE CONDUITS, RESULTING IN TOO
MANY SINGLE SUPPORTS 1IN THE AUXILIARY AND REACTOR BUILDINGS.
CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

———

NSRS/ERT

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

——— e —— S — ———— " " e o AP T S e} . S A T ——— T T . SO S — —— . ———— — — {— —
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50183

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 3 Concern # EX-85-066-002
Category: 86 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)

£
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED ‘Nd/z%i

Concern: THERE ARE NOT ENOUGH CONDUILETTS IN CONDUIT RUNS. AUXILIARY
AND REACTOR BUILDINGS. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

NOV 05 1985

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS hasa aasigned responsibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to: : -
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT ____ __
NSRS /

ot d S . RWhenn 1059S”
. QA/Q"’ NSRS n%ﬁ‘/



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0183

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
asasigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 o Concern # EX-85-068-001

Category: 10 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: ENGINEERING ON CONDUIT RUNS IS POORLY PLANNED. HANGER
BRACKETS ARE POORLY PLACED. THERE ARE TOO MANY OF THEM. RACEWAYS IN

ACCUMULATOR ROOM #2. CONSTRUCTION DEPT CONCERN. <CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION.

——— . o e el —— - - —— — T o T — i — o o

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to: '

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS __



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 ) ' Concern # EX-85-073-001
Category: 52 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: X YES NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

concern: THE BEND RADIUS ON A CABLE HAD TO BE VIOLATED IN ORDER TO
MAKE A SPLICE, YET THE CABLE SPLICE WAS INSPECTED AND ACCEPTED. CABLE
SCV 2-3V-31-7229 ON VALVE 2 SCV-31-329 LOCATED IN THE INCORE INST. ROOM
105 ELEV. 716 1IN SYSTEM #31. THE WIRES WERE SPLICED OUTSIDE, THEN
STUFFED INSIDE THE FITTING. CONST. DEPT. CONCERN. UNIT 2. C/I HAS NO
ADDITIONAL INFO..

9%75@“ ‘,,{//#W:/ﬁ NOV, 05 1985

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT

NSRS/ERT

NSRS V/

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

W NSRS DATE




‘ EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director

- NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 concern # EX-85-073-002

category: 5 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X _YES NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: THERE IS NO CONSISTENCY FOR ELECTRICAL INSPECTIONS AT WBNP.
INSPECTORS CRITERION VARIES FROM INSPECTOR TO INSPECTOR. PERSONAL
FEELING OF THE INSPECTOR ENTER INTO THE INSPECTION OUTCOME. CONST.
DEPT. CONCERN. C/I HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFO.

s //%ﬂ-‘l\’—o 5. 1985

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to: ‘ -

ERT
NSRS/ERT
NSRS

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

Quaps =~
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 , Concern # EX-85-076-001
Category: S A> Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: CONDUIT SUPPORTS HAVE BEEN INSPECTED IN THE PAST AND

ACCEPTED. THE ACCEPTED SUPPORTS HAVE UNDERCUT AND COULD NOT PASS THE
CRITERION USED FOR TODAYS INSPECTION. EXAMPLES CAN BE FOUND 1IN THE
AUXILLIARY BUILDING, ELEVATION 737‘. LOOK ANYPLACE NEAR THE CEILING AT
ANY SUPPORT INSPECTED BEFORE MID 1984.  CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN.
CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. '

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT _____

~)
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and hasa
asaigned the indicated category and priority!

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-076-002
Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NC (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CABLE TRAY SUPPORTS, INSPECTIONS ON THE WELDS, COULD NOT PASS
CRITERION USED FOR TODAYS INSPECTIONS. EXAMPLES CAN BE FOUND AT AZ100
DEGREES, ELEVATION 735, UNIT 2. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. :

W ol A NOLOS 165

MANAGER,” ERT DATE

NSRS has aasigned reaponaibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT _____



. [‘WV)S /€

EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-076-003
Category: 52 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsH)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CABLE BREAK LINKS WERE NOT USED FOR PRE-1984 CABLE PULLING.
POSSIBLE CABLE DAMAGE MAY HAVE RESULTED IN UNIT 2. GENERIC CONCERN.
CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT

NSRS hasAassigned reaponaibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

~



. | v qfvﬁjfé st

EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0187

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-082-002
Category: 10 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&HD
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED ;YES_
Concern: Engineeras ask fitteras +to do whatever is necessary to
accomplish a job and they will draw it up later. Construction dept
concern., CI has no additional information. Generic concern.

W ol AN 06

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

ot . et . S i St S — — T . —————— — —— — — — " — T ——— S " o T . o S i S — - o —
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS A TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50187

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # EX-85-082-003
Category: 7 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES _NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED _YES_

Concern: Some QC Ingpectora lack adequate field experience and display
lack of drawing understanding. Construction dept concern. CI has no
additional information. Generic concern.

%/’22' / / ﬁov Vo 1ygh
MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsxbility foxr investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ‘ TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asasigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 ' Concern # IN-85-046-006
Category: 52 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: FOREIGN OBJECTS (WIRES) WERE FOUND TO BE EMBEDDED IN CONCRETE
WALLS, APPROX. 2 1/2 YEARS AGO. CI ALSO EXPRESSED THAT IT IS "COMMON
KNOWLEDGE'" THAT POP CANS, LIGHTS, AND OTHER OBJECTS ARE EMBEDDED IN THE
WALLS. NO LOCATIONS GIVEN. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
FURTHER INFORMATION. '

o AL NOV 05 1035

MANAGER, ERT " DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS V/




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
agsaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 3 Concern # IN-85-068-002
Category: 10 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsH)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: SENSITIVE EQUIPMENT, ie INSTRUMENTS AND INSTRUMENT PANELS ARE
LOCATED 1IN A HARSH ENVIRONMENT. CI STATED THAT THE LOCATION OF THIS
EQUIPMENT IS IN THE BOTTOM OF THE REACTOR AND PART WAY UP THE BUILDING.
UNIT NOT SPECIFIED. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI COULD NOT PROVIDE
ANY SPECIFICS/DETAILS.

W—zé . / é é NOvV 06 1985
__%_ __________

MANAGER, DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

OTHERS (SPECIFY)
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
. TO: Director

- NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority: '

Priority: 1 Concern # IN-85-304-001
Category: 11 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: __ YES X NO NUCLEAR SAFET& RELATED YES
concern: THE SUPPORT (72-1CS-R116) FOR A 10" DIA: CONTAINMENT SPRAY

LINE APPROX. THE 745-750 ELEV. HAS A COMMON ATTACHMENT BETWEEN THE
SHIELD WALL AND THE AUX. BLDG.. SINCE THE RESPONSE SPECTRA IS DIFFERENT
FOR THESE 2 STRUCTURES THE COMMON (RIGID) ATTACHMENT COULD CAUSE A
PROBLEM IN THE EVENT OF A SEISMIC OCCURRENCE. UNIT 1. CONST. CONCERN.
C/I COULD PROVIDE NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

%zé ///é NOV 05 1035

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT
NSRS/ERT
NSRSV

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

' | FM # QJM ///g/ﬂi”

NSRS "DATE
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST _
‘To: Difector - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority: :

Priority: 1 . Concern # IN-85-314-001
Category: 52 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CABLE IS PULLED ONE AT A TIME AND THEREFORE THE TENSION
EXCEEDS THE MAX. VALUE DUE TO TANGLING IN UNIT #2. CI COULD PROVIDE NO
SPECIFIC LOCATIONS. CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. NO FURTHER INFORMATION
AVAILABLE. : ’

W2l L A NG

MANAGER, - ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigationvof the above concern
to: ’

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS __ V.
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
asajigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # IN-85-336-001
Category: 86 Confidentiality: _YES _NO <(Ia&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CI IS CONCERNED ABOUT THE GENERAL OPERATION OF THE PLANT DUE
TO DISREGARD OF PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS AND TVA’S FAILURE TO ENSURE
THAT EMPLOYEES ARE COMPETENT IN PROCEDURES CONCERNING THEIR WORK.
EXAMPLE: QUALITY MANAGERS/SUPERVISORS ARE ALLOWED TO VERIFY INSPECTION
ATTRIBUTES WITHOUT BEING TRAINED TO THE PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS. CI HAS
NO OTHER SPECIFIC EXAMPLES. CONSTRUCTION CONCERN. UNIT 1 & 2.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS __ v/

———— - ——

OTHERS (SPECIFY)
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT haa received the 'Employee concern identified below, and haa
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 ' Concern # IN-86-035-001
Category: 27 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: THERMO LOG MATERIAL (FROM THERMO SCIENCE INC.) CAME IN ON A
HEATED TRAILER DURING SEVER COLD PERIOD 1984 AND WAS UNLOADED ON THE
DOCK AND LEFT ALL WEEKEND. RECEIVING/STORAGE/MAINTENANCE PROGRAM IS5
INADEQUATE. CI HAS NO MORE INFORMATION. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. ' CONCERN.
UNIT 2. :

W’Zé ./ NOV 06 1535
T

MANAGER, DATE

NSRS has asaigned responaibility for inveastigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0183

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and hasa
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # IN-86-252-004
Category: 52 . 7> Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: A CABLE WAS POTENTIALLY DAMAGED INADVERTENTLY BY CRAFT

DRILLING 1IN A CABLE TRAY. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO
CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER
INFORMATION.

W ol 0V 05 1985
ANAGER, R FoAees=m=pr s

M

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T350186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
agaigned the indicated category and priority: :

Priority: 1 B Concern # IN-86-273-001
Category: 37 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: WBNP -~ UNIT 1 & 2: CONTAINMENT COATINGS (#295 & #305) ARE NOT
PROPERLY DONE & MAINTAINED. THE INTEGRITY OF THE COATINGS IS BEING
ERODED & QUESTIONABLE. CI IS CONCERNED THAT THE PAINT WILL CURL &
POP-UP AND CLOG THE DRAINS IN CASE OF A (LOCA) ACCIDENT WHEN THE
TEMPERATURE & PRESSURE BUILDS UP IN THE REACTOR. PAINT SPECIFICATIONS &
STANDARDS ARE NOT FOLLOWED, ESPECIALLY 1IN RECOATING OF #305.
CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

W lar oA MY 6_isas
MANAGER, ERT - DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
aasigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # 0OW-85-004-001
Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CI EXPRESSED THAT INTERPRETATIONS OF INSPECTION CRITERIA BY
INSPECTON PERSONNEL WERE NOT CONSISTENT. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC,
WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CI HAS NO FURHTER INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS haa aasigned reasponaibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to: '
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS V/




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 ) Concern # PH-83-027-006
Category: 33 : | Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: A WELD, WHICH HAD BEEN IMPROPERLY MADE, WAS ACCEPTED IN A

QUESTIONABLE MANNER. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO
CONFIDENTIALITY. UNIT 1. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
FURTHER INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

. ——— —————— ——— S - ——— — — — —— — ——— — - —Pary S —— ———— — — ——— ———— W ——




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asasigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 : Concern # PH-85-027-007
Category: 33 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: CI STATED THAT AN INDIVIDUAL WAS *"COVERING" OTHER WELDER’S
WELDS, AND APPLYING THE INDIVIDUAL’S STENCIL TO THE COMPLETED WELDS.
CI COULD NOT RECALL INDIVIDUALS NAME OR STENCIL IDENTIFICATION. CI
ALSO STATED THAT THIS SAME INDIVIDUAL MADE WELDS IN A QUESTIONABLE
MANNER, WITHOUT ADHERING TO PROPER WELD PROCEDURES. DETAILS KNOWN TO
QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN UNIT
1. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION. '

MANAGER, ERT DATE

%/ &é__ :/_4 Z_ N0y 05 1085

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

______ L £6t06

PR




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS V TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # PH-85-027-X08
Category: 88 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: WELD DOCUMENTATION AND IDENTIFICATION HAS BEEN FALSIFIED UNIT
1. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY.
CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has asaigned responaibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to:
55
ERT -7 &
NSRS/ERT



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ‘ TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50184

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 - Concern # PH-85-052-X03
Category: 88 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: WELDER RECERTIFICATIONS HAVE BEEN FALSIFIED. DETAILS KNOWN
TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CI HAS NO FURTHER
INFORMATION.

W—zé . //_/‘

________________________ 5
MANAGER, ERT DATEIES
NSRS haa assigned reaponaibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT _1{
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS » TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI-85-030-006
Category: 60 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsaH)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: 10CFR50.55(e) REPORTING IN CONJUNCTION WITH NCR 2111R (FAULTY
FILLET WELDS - QC BREAKDOWN) WAS QUESTIONABLE; THE FIRST NOTIFICATION
OF NONCONFORMANCES WITH SIMILAR DEFICIENCIES (NCR’S 2806R, 2091R, 2101R
2120R, 2128R, 2137R, & 2375R) WAS NOT MADE UNTIL THE SIXTH INTERIMNM
REPORT WAS ISSUED ON JUNE 17, 1981. THESE NCR’S WERE PREVIOUSLY
IDENTIFIED AS NON-SIGNIFICANT. NUC. POWER DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS V TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T30185

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI-85-030-007
Category: 13 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsH)
Superviasor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: THE WBN FSAR COMMITS TVA TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF AWS D.1.1 FOR
STRUCTURAL WELDING. CONTRARY TO THESE REQUIREMENTS, THE G-29C PROCESS
SPECIFICATION WAS MODIFIED TO REFLECT LESS STRINGENT INSPECTION
REQUIREMENTS (e.g. VISUAL INSPECTION OF WELDS THROUGH PAINT {CARBO ZINC
PRIMER} AND NO DOCUMENTED INSPECTION BY CERTIFIED VISUAL INSPECTORS
(FIT-UP, IN-PROCESS} PRIOR TO FINAL INSPECTION.)> CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION. NUC. POWER DEPT. CONCERN.

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has aasigned responsibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to:
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT

NSRS __V __ pevéd

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

. 0 A2 | N%gﬁ_j;_%__%%?
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ‘ TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI-85-030-008
Category: S -- Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: THERE MAY HAVE BEEN THOUSANDS OF WELDS INSPECTED THROUGH

CARBO-Z2INC PRIMER. HOWEVER, TVA REPORTS INDICATE THAT ONLY 100-150
WELDS WERE INSPECTED 1IN THIS MANNER EVEN THOUGH THERE IS NO
DOCUMENTATION IDENTIFYING WHICH WELDS WERE INSPECTED THROUGH CARBO-ZINC
PRIMER. NUC. POWER DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

44 NOV 05 185

MANAGER, DATE
ﬂSRS has asaigned reasponsibility for investigation of the above concern
o.
ERT - ;ﬁéﬁ
NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS A TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0185

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
aassigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 4 Concern # WI-SS-O?O—OOQ
Category: 86 ». Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED NO_
Concern: MANAGEMENT INDIVIDUAL (NAME KNOWN) STATED HE/SHE WOULD

“FIRE"™ INSPECTOR(S) IDENTIFIED AS HAVING INSPECTED WELDS THROUGH PAINT
(CARBO-Z2INC). INSPECTORS HAD BEEN INSTRUCTED/DIRECTED TO INSPECT WELDS
THROUGH CARBO-ZINC PRIMER. NUC. POWER DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. '

NOvV 05 1985

W 2 A MUY

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT ___
|

‘ NSRS/ERT

oTwERS)(spECIFY) O G
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50185

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
agssigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI~-85-030-010
Category: 33 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: = WELDING AND NDE PROGRAM CORRECTIVE ACTION, AS IDENTIFIED IN
OEDC QUALITY ASSURANCE EVALUATION NO. QAEO2, DATED SEPTEMBER 1980, MAY
NOT HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED FOR WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT. THE SAME
UNCORRECTED PROBLEMS WERE FOUND TO EXIST YEARS LATER AND MAY STILL
EXIST TODAY. NUC. POWER DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

,//é L ﬁ' / Nov 05 1985
MANAGER, Eﬁ% TE

DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS __J{L_ ﬁ'éé—é
OTHERS (SPECIFY) (
' [ T Y W ___116//3{
U)Qg)va? ' NSRS 3? A#;
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director -~ NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

| ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
§ asalgned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI-85-076-001
Superviaor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: WELDS HAVE BEEN IMPROPERLY INSPECTED, AND WELD DOCUMENTATION
DOES NOT REFLECT ACCURATE INFORMATION. NO SPECIFIC LOCATIONS KNOWN.
DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION
DEPT. CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION TO REVEAL.

Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to: ,
ERT _f'm%
NSRS/ERT

NSRS ___;Z__ £ -6

@ (SPECIFY) 9_6__(':_; _____________________________________________
| @_&:&a:./; to PN WEPS

. ;‘;% NSRS DATE




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS ‘ TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0185

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 " Concern # WI-85-076-002
Category: 88 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsH)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: WELDING DOCUMENTATION HAS BEEN FALSIFIED. DETAILS KNOWN TO
QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN. CI
HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION TO REVEAL.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS hasa assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to: :




' . : 7”&¢/£ ?SQZ

EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # WI-85-086-001
Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: TVA CORPORATE MANAGEMENT IS IN THE PROCESS OF DECENTRALIZING
THE QUALITY AUDIT PROGRAM, IN AN EFFORT TO REDUCE THE AUDIT PROGRAMS
IMPACT ON THE STARTUP AND OPERATION OF THE NUCLEAR PLANTS,#NB ALSO TO
INTIMIDATE AUDITOR PERSONNEL) THUS SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCING THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF TVA’S QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAM. NUCLEAR POWER
CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

Wk AL MOV 06 195

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 2 Concern # XX-85-033-002
Category: 86 Confidentiality: _YES  NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: YES X NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: SEQUOYAH: ELECTRICAL GENERAL FOREMEN NOT QUALIFIED FOR THIER
POSITIONS. EXAMPLE: G.F. (KNOWN) PROMOTED BECAUSE HE TOOK (PERSONAL)
CREDIT FOR WORK DONE BY OTHERS BY SIGNING OFF ON WORK PACKAGES FOR
COMPLETION CREDIT. THIS G.F. DOES NOT KNOW EVEN BASIC CIRCUITS AND
COMPONENT FUNCTIONS. ANOTHER G.F. (KNOWN) HAD ONLY BEEN 1IN THE
ELECTRICAL TRADE TWO YEARS BEFORE WORKING FOR TVA. {CONSTRUCTION
DEPARTMENT CONCERN}. C/I HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

MANAGER,

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT

NSRS/ERT

NSRS V/

O.S (SPECIFY) :
6pr @MJQ% 1/
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Diréctor - NSRS ' TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 . Concern # XX-85-033-006
Category: 53 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: YES _X NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: SEQUOYAH: ELECTRICAL GENERAL FOREMAN (KNOWN) WAS REPRIMANDED
FOR USING NON-"Q" MATERIALS IN "Q" SYSTEMS, BUT CONTINUED TO TELL HIS
WORKERS TO DO THIS. {CONSTUCTION DEPARTMENT CONCERN} C/I HAS NO FURTHER
INFORMATION. :

05 1985
ke SAL N

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern-
to:
ERT
NSRS/ERT
NSRS //

OTHERS (SPECIFY)
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0186

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and haa
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 ‘ Concern # XX-85-077-001
Category: 43 | Confidentiality: _YES _NO (IsaH)
Superviaor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: SEQUOYAH - EARLY 1980 & MIDDLE OF 1981. UNIT s 2. THE

PRE-OP PRE-REQUISITES ARE QUESTIONABLE. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD
DUE TO CONFIDENTIALITY. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION. CONSTRUCTION
DEPT. CONCERN.

‘II’ &> CKI Uten a¢f%' Ore unnZLD — e atea- av“‘cﬁ- e o<
wola: ST

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has asaigned reaponaibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to:
ERT

NSRS/ERT




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0186

ERT haas received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # XX-85-077-002
Category: 21 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervigsor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: SEQUOYAH - UNIT 1 & 2: NUMEROUS DESIGN DRAWIQQS ARE
INACCURATE AND DO NOT REFLECT AS BUILT CONDITION. SEVERAL FCRS WERE

WRITTEN BUT NOT REFLECTED ON THE DESIGN DRAWINGS. CI HAS NO FURTHER
INFORMATION. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN.

ol A Z NV 06 1985

. b
o 7 Gon b St
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MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS -1{___ - g§4M;10A, ﬁy.LUva'"lS“°°\

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

M A@_A_A::D:iﬂ_ ?_ <% ____/MK

(’xr%’“j) NSRS DATE
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority: :

Priority: 1 ) Concern # XX-85-084-001
Category: 93 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

concern: QUESTIONABLE PRACTICES BY HEALTH PHYSICS @ SEQUOYAH IN 1982
LEAD TO POSSIBLE OVER EXPOSURE. H.P. WOULD RESPOND TO RADIATION ALARMS
AND UNPLUG UNITS. DETAILS KNOWN TO QTC, WITHHELD DUE TO
CONFIDENTIALITY. CONST. DEPT. CONCERN. C/I HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

Vol Ao s

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

ERT

NSRS/ERT
NSRS v/

OTHERS (SPECIFY)

@ fpd Lol e
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Directbr - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER T50181

ERTv has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 . Concern # IN-85-085-002
Category: 39 confidentiality: _YES NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

concern: DUE TO POOR QUALITY OF WELDS ON PIPE SUPPORT LOCATED IN UNIT
1 SOUTH VALVE ROOM UNDER MAIN HEADER (HANGER # NOT KNOWN), C/I
QUESTIONS HOW THESE WELDS PASSED Q.C. INSPECTION AND FEELS THE
PAPERWORK (INSPECTION REPORTS) WAS FALSIFIED BY Q.C. INSPECTOR(S). C/I
DOES NOT KNOW Q.C. INSPECTOR(S) INVOLVED. C/I COULD NOT PROVIDE ANY
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN.

G //%_u@v' 5 108

MANAGER, ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT
NSRS/ERT

NSRS t/ & 646

‘ERS (SPECIFY)
a)ali::jiaqh ' Y dg Eizgik«ﬂ WavizY

W ek

NSRS " DATE




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 i Concern # XX-BS-OS?-OOI
Category: 37 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: SEQUOYAH UNIT 1 & 2: CONTAINMENT PAINT COATINGS (#295 AND

#305) ARE NOT PROPERLY MAINTAINED. THE INTEGRITY OF THE COATINGS IS
BEING ERODED & QUESTIONABLE. CI IS CONCERNED THAT THE PAINT WILL CURL &
POP-UP AND CLOG THE DRAINS IN CASE OF A (LOCA) ACCIDENT WHEN THE
TEMPERATURE AND PRESSURE BUILDS UP IN THE REACTOR. PAINT
SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS ARE NOT FOLLOWED, ESPECIALLY IN RECOATING
OF #305. NUC POWER CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibilify for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT

pst



EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS » TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50185

ERT haa received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # XX-85-107-001
Category: 7 Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: BELLEFONTE - WELDING INSPECTORS AT BELLEFONTE DO NOT APPEAR
TO BE KNOWLEDGEABLE ABQUT WELDING. CONSTRUCTION DEPT. CONCERN., CI HAS
NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

W 2 u.{%/a NQV 05 1985

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS - TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50187

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # XX-85-110-001
Category: 33 “ | Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: _X_YES ___NO , NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED _YES_
Concern: Bellefonte: Welding and NDE program corrective action, as

identified in OEDC (Quality Assurance Evaluation No. QAE-2, dated
September 1980, may not have been implemented for Bellefonte; the
same/uncorrected. problems were found to exist years later, and may

atill exist today. CI has no additional information. Nuc Pwr dept
concern. '

MANAGER ERT DATE
NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:
ERT ___
NSRS/ERT _____
NSRS / - .

wgﬂ)w;c’ ‘ @&%_vg redane j,/dé

NSRS ATE




EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
asaigned the indicated category and priority: :

Priority: 1 B Concern # XX-835-113-001
Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: SEQUOYAH: TVA CORPORATE MANAGEMENT IS IN THE PROCESS OF
DECENTRALIZING THE QUALITY AUDIT PROGRAM IN AN EFFORT TO REDUCE THE
AUDIT PROGRAMS TIMPACT ON THE STARTUP AND OPERATION OF THE NUCLEAR
PLANTS AND ALSO TO INTIMIDATE AUDITOR PERSONNEL THUS SIGNIFICANTLY
REDUCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TVA’S QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAMNM.
NUCLEAR POWER CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

Nov g
M_-‘_—_//%—::_____’ggs

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has asaigned reaponsibility for inveatigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS0186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
assigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # XX-85-113-002
Category: S Confidentiality: _YES _NO (I&aH)

Supervisor Notified:

_YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES

Concern: BELLEFONTE: TVA CORPORATE MANAGEMENT IS IN THE PROCESS OF
DECENTRALIZING THE QUALITY AUDIT PROGRAM IN AN EFFORT TO REDUCE THE
AUDIT PROGRAMS IMPACT ON THE STARTUP AND OPERATION OF THE NUCLEAR
PLANTS AND ALSO TO INTIMIDATE AUDITOR PERSONNEL THUS SIGNIFICANTLY
REDUCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TVA’S QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAHM.
NUCLEAR POWER CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

%/—2£ . ’ S/ é NQv 06 1985

o e e . i

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

NSRS/ERT _____
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EMPLOYEE CONCERN ASSIGNMENT REQUEST
TO: Director - NSRS | TRANSMITTAL NUMBER TS50186

ERT has received the Employee concern identified below, and has
agsgigned the indicated category and priority:

Priority: 1 Concern # XX-85-113-003
Category: S “ ' Confidentiality: _YES _NO (Is&H)
Supervisor Notified: ___YES _X_NO NUCLEAR SAFETY RELATED YES
Concern: BROWNS FERRY: TVA CORPORATE MANAGEMENT IS IN THE PROCESS OF

DECENTRALIZING THE QUALITY AUDIT PROGRAM IN AN EFFORT TO REDUCE THE
AUDIT PROGRAMS IMPACT ON THE STARTUP AND OPERATION OF THE NUCLEAR
PLANTS AND ALSO TO INTIMIDATE AUDITOR PERSONNEL THUS SIGNIFICANTLY
REDUCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TVA’S QUALITY VERIFICATION PROGRAM.
NUCLEAR POWER CONCERN. CI HAS NO FURTHER INFORMATION.

—— e e - —— e s s s i s s e e s s s i, s e it . i i O

MANAGER, ERT DATE

NSRS has assigned responsibility for investigation of the above concern
to:

- —

NSRS/ERT

® = [ i Ll yas




’

o P
TVA 64 (0S-9-68) : . ) : ‘

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum | . TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

S. Schum,.QTC-ERT Pfogram Manager, WBN CONST

FROM - K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Sfety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

pare : NOV 12 1985

SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF ACCEPTED FINAL REPORTS

_ The following final reports have been reviewed and accepted by NSRS
and are transmitted to you for preparation of employee responses. _

IN-85-039-002

IN-85-160-001

IN-85-850-002

IN-85-897-001

WI-85-084-001

Please acknowledge receipt by signing below, copying and returning
this form to J. T. Huffstetler, E3B37 C-K

Name Date.
Attachments :
cc: H. N. Culver, WI2Al9 C-K

E. R. Ennis, WBN
W. F. Willis, W12B16 C-K (4)

REPO7: G4

-

Rimi I7T € Carunae Ramde Roowlarlv nn tho Pawrall Saninae Plan



QUALITY

P.O. BOX 600
TECHNOLOGY Sweetwater, TN
Q C COMPANY 37874
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT : PAGE 1VOF 3
CONCERN NO: IN-85-039-002
CONCERN: Thermal analysis for WBN Unit 1  has ‘been written off

completely for temperatures between 40° F - 120 F.

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: W. M. Kemp,Jr and A. G. Reddy

DETAILS

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: Confidential

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

ASME Section III NC/ND 3600 Piping Design
Alternate Analysis Requirements OE-Sep-82-18
Memorandum SWP 82-0930-19

ANSI N45.2 1971, ANSI N45.2.11 1974

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:
This concern is substantiated.

The purpose of this investigation was to establish if thermal stress
was addressed and documented for temperature ranges of 40° F to 120° F
per ASME Section III NC/ND 3600. There is no formal calculations
documented for this temperature range. :

FINDINGS:
ASME Section III, Subsection NC/ND 3600, addresses the following:

1) Allowable stresses and other stress limits-
2) Pressure-temperature rating for piping components
3) Limits of calculated stresses due to loads & thermal expansion
4) Table I.7.1- Allowable stress values
Table I.5.0- Expansion & Flexibility

For Class 2 & 3 piping, ASME Code Section III does not addresso
specific problems regarding piping with a temperature range of 20
F to 120° F. The code has established coefficient tables for the
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.ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT | ' PAGE 2 OF 3
CONCERN NO: IN-85-039-002

‘ DETAILS,continued
FINDINGS, continued

| expansion of metals and allowable stresses for temperatures

between 70° F and 8007 F. It is up to the engineer to evaluate
the systems for temperatures between 20° F and 120° F. However
this shall satisfy NC/ND 3672 and NC/ND 3652.3 in all cases.

Alternate Analysis - OE Sep 82-18
Appendix "H" Thermal Guidance, addresses the following:

Section H.2.0 states: "Thermal evaluation between 20° F to 120°
F piping systems in this range require no formal thermal analysis
and are considered to impose negligible thermal 1loads wup on
related supports. However the effects must be considered through
an informal evaluation to prevent over stressing or over

loading".
Attachment 10 to OE Sep 82-18 gives procedural guidelines with
sketches as to what is to be done for systems with 20° F to

Policy memo SWP 82-0930-019 states: "The philosophy developed and
implemented for WBN (and SQN) was to neglect thermal expansion for

120° F range.
this piping. I have been unable to track the exact origin of this

philosophy."
OE SEP 82-18 states: "Thermal considerations were
often addressed by analysis, but not required when operating

temperatures were between 20° F to 120° F.

Memo SWP 82-0930-019 waited for conclusions to be made by service
contractors Gilbert & United Engineers. The results of their
reviews could not be located by cognizant personnel.

The following calculations packages were reviewed

1
2
3
4

‘ In calculation Package 1, it is marked N/A on Page 16 for the
"‘ subject: "Thermal load cases were performed for both Thermal and

. N3-67-A02A-WBP-840813008
. N3-67-A03A-WBP-831223075
. N3-67-A04A-WBP-840813003
. 62090-WBP-840709151

Thermal range".




.ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT _ PAGE 3 OF 3

CONCERN NO: IN-85-039-002

FINDINGS, continued
It is stated in Packages 2,3 & 4 that thermal range was
considered, however there are no calculations documented to
support the thermal consideration or no valid gcceptable
statements to that effect especially in the 20°F to 120  F range.
CONCLUSION:

This concern is substantiated.

As in the Investigation Reports IN-85-039-001 and IN-85-038-001, there
is a lack of documentation verifying that the thermal range was

considered. There is no documentation showing any evidence of either
formal calculations or valid explanation to support TVA’'s position that
the thermal range effects were considered and found negligible. This

leaves the thermal considerations indeterminate and in violation of
.ASME code, Section III, Thermal Effects.

/(/zéé

jfgigzk'w/ N E- o58-00) o JA/23>.@EE9 5¢V-7Z;~/

ch7Pamv - /&[; 614¥2{1f39“" éik”e )Aéﬁyék?ﬁks .a;#'
: /zzaseﬂ»vkz)jy
.”»4429 sl ,

PREPARED BY: —prmrassth ﬂe&.bl Hn-1-8s A
DATE - ‘ ‘

REVIEWED BY ﬂ M@/ /{/{A‘s’

DATE




.
A .

‘ . | | Page 2 of 2

REGUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficierncy represents a significant deficiency in
construction of o sigrnificant damage to & structure, system or
component  which will require extensive evaluatiorn, extensive
redesingr, o extersive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or

_to  otherwise establlsh the adeguacy of the structure, system,
or chpnhent to pertfuwm its 1hteﬂded safety function.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:
| OR | . .
E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component -
to perform its intended safety function.

' No X Yes IT Yes, Explain:
AR - ,I - .

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B QR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED ~"YES®, IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by: 112;?7<1522;4” 3634

ERT Group Manager Phone'Ext.

L gL //%

ERT EPOJECt Marnager Phone Ext.

Gcknowledévent of reéeipt by NSRS

%%_/'—\ Dat% _r///*//éf Time @89/4-
' [/

ij?@ed ;

ERT Form M




TEMMESSEE WV

k4

ALLEY AUTHORITY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

NSRS INVESTIGATION NO. I-85-520-WEN -

EMFLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-1&60-001

1
Jd

MILESTONE 1 — FUEL LOAD

SUBJECT: UNREFDRTED CRANE FIRE - FOLAR CRANE 1

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: October 14-November &, 1985

INVESTIGATOR: 'ég_“wmggégigL ____________ I/ZKI/%?S
Lo Croes Date '

‘wc—:o BY:

AFFROVED EY:

L N g ey peerpe ey tiroger gt

Harrison




BEACHGROUND

A concarn was receivad by Huality Technology Company Emplovee Response
Team which stated:
Sometime betwesen 12-82 and Z-84 the hoist brakes of the
Uit 1 polar crane caught fire becsuse of improper adiust-
ment by wngualified worker {(known). The orane operator
(known) callied for help. but a mechanical GF and an
electrical BF ran away rather than assist. The crane
oparator (known) was able to extinguish the fire. Later,
the general foreman failed to report this incident to
satety, in order to cover up their actions preceding and
during the fire. Cl haed mo more specifics.
IT. SBCorFE
A perzonzal inspection of the polar crane in Unit 1| was made as well as
an interview with ssveral of the persons involved to evaluate the
concern of resoord. -
ITI. BUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. fApplicables Documents
sroadline Corporation Crane Manual, Contract 88129
E. Findings
The only incident that oococurred near the timeframs stated in the
concarn ocourred on 1078787 while the polar crame in Unit 1 was
Lifting the intarnal 1ift vrig. The foreman and general foreman were
abserving the lift wheh the crams operator radioesd to the general
foreman that one of the two brakes on the main hoist had become

overheated and was smoking. The crane operator then proceeded to
the top of the polar crane with & fire extinguisher while the
toreman and general foreman proceeded up the stairs from the ]
operating floor to the polar crane to assist the crame coperator.
The crane operator shut down the crane and went to the top of the
crane and found the brake drum glowing cherry rad and the lining on
the brake smoking: but there was no fire, so the fire extinguisher
was not used. The incident ccocurred on a Friday, so the decision
WAaSs mad& to take. the crane out of service and have a TVA crane
specialist from Muscle Shoals svaluate the problem.

Maintenances Reguest
rEpalr as
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The
ard

retur

(MR
NneCessary.
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specialist arrived on

sted with
to servics on
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10/ 1"'1 /8

was written on 10/10/82 to inspect

-t

identified the problems,.

the repairs to the crarme which was Lhecled out and
14/8%
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Apoccording to the TVA crame specialist, adiustments to the crane
brakes are a simple procedure and do not require anvy particular
gualifications. ﬂrﬁnu adjustment was not the cause of the
overheating condition. Rased on the information in the MR and the
interview with the crane specialist, the cause of the overheating
condition was & warped shatt on which the brake drum was mountsd and
which was turning in an overspeed condition. The LC motor in Lthe
Cranes gzigned to operate at a szpeed of 2240 rpm (based on
specifications furnished by General Electric) with a 1195 percent
"guicide” maximum speed allowed (2671 rpm).

,,..A
ifi

i

By moving the amps on the motor control resistors, the speed of

ol r

the motor at the time of the overheating brakes was determined to be
R Fomoin tha fogk-moving-—up mode, and 2400 rpm in the -
hook-moving-down mode. nese speeds were measuwred with a strobe
tachometear { ang spgcialist. This spesd srcesdes the
recomnnandsd op ing gpeed by 435 percent. This higher speed caused
the vibration of the brake drum to be much greater and allowed much
greater temperatures to build on the brake pads. It was nsver
determined who changed the setiting to allow the crane to run in the
averspead mode. B

Since thers s mooactual fire and since there was no fire
artingulshar discharged, thers was no reguirement to notify Safety
t

of the irmcideand

The foraman and general foreman ran to the overheated (smoking)
brake, not away from the zcene.

Watts BHar now has & crane specialist onsite who is responsible for
crang inspections and followup corrective action.

COMCLUSICNE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A

Conclusions

1. There was a lack of control over the maint dﬁ&HCE and operation
of the polar crane at the time of the incide

Z.  The controls and overspeed limiter of the crane had been
adjusted to allow the crane to opesrate 49 percent faster than
the recommended speed. This could have damaged the gears on
cther parts of the crane. (A postincident inspection revealed

rmo damage to the orane other than the brake.) The cause of the
brake overheating was not from improper adiustment but from the

=]
craneg being operated in the overspeed condition with a warped
L on the brake drum.

Fe. Thers was no fire on the crane. The incidernt was not reported
zince there was no reguirement to report an overheated brake on
the crans.
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INVESTIGATOR:

;ﬁ‘rwm) EY:

AFPROVED BY:

TENNESSEE VALLEY

AUTHORITY

MUCLESR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

AINVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-385-7287-WEN

EMPLOYEE COMCERN

[N~85-B50-002

MILESTONE 1

CRELE POLLES WITHOUT QC

INGFESTION




BACKEROUND

A concern was received by Quality Techrnology Company Emploves Response
Team that stated:

For the past month, emphasis has been placed on

buantity rather than OQuality. Exampl@: Cable was

pullad thru conduits in the Morth/Scuth Steam Valve

Room without besing approved by O.A4. c:urred Easter

weekend 178E. Manzgement approved work (Mames/

Details known to QTC.) '
SCOFE
A reviaew of all the work performed on Unit 1 over the Easzter weekend was
made. Workplan 32UE0 was the only work identified where cable pulling
was per{ormad that weskend. Interviews were conducted with the

cognizant 8C and

recuirsaments and

snginesring personnel.
drawings was performed.

A review of applicable

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

[

A. fApplicable Procedural Reguirements
1. bBeneral Construction Specification G-38, "Installing Insulated
Cables Rated up to 15,000 Volts," Revision 5
2. Watts Bar Nuclear Flant Quality Control Instruction, OCI-3.05, .
"Cable Installation,” Revision 7
2. MWatts Bar Nuclear Flamt Ouality Control Frocedure, OCF-3.05,
"Cable 1nbgﬁllat Srig " Rev1simﬁ 22
B. Findings

After a review of all work performed on Unit 1 over Easter weekend

(April &, 199”). Workplan S220 was isclated as the only workplan .
that involved cable pulling. Discussions with the cognizant
engineer re«wcled that there was cable pulled over the Easter

weekend.

A more detailed review of Workplan 5220 and an interview with the QC
inspector and the cognizant engineer ra Vhdl 2d the following
information.

1. The cable work involved removing the original cable
(O-4FL~-&61-3612) for aging tests in order to gqualify a spool of
cable to 1E sguipment qualifications.

2. The new cable (which is 1E gualified) was pulled from the ice
condenser rafrigerator unit E disconnect switch (O-SW-461-E)
through approximately 50 feet of conduit (FLC-395) to the
compressor B starter (O-8TR-61-4Z2D). This eguipment is located

in the additional eqgquipment room,



d w

The cables pulled were for a thrze-phaze applic
three wires pulled, and thers werse no other cab
the conduit.

The cables are not safety related. but there was 00 coverage for
the cable pull reguested by the cognizant enginssr who was
unavailable Lo witness the pull.

An intervi
indicates

iob went
B2 orevisew of g
no D!O“lwmm with the work.
Aoraeview of 13 additional workplams involving cable pulls and
various electrical work pesrformed from February 1985 to April
73 weres reviewed and reveelsd no vioclations of GC inspection
procedurss. ALl Qw Mo d pa*n ts were signed off whers reguired,.
b parcent of the slectricsl
: ctrical Modifications Group during
= augh Juneg 19835, and approximately
&2 percent of the workplans performed or approved for work
during the months of March and April 1985 which was in the
timeframe around Easter weekend.

USTONE AND RECOMMENDATIONE

]

the information reviewsd and the interviews conducted., thi
was not substantiated.

Based on the reguirements of GCI-Z.05 this cable pull did not require GC
inspection since thevy ware not safetyv-related cables and do not require
I-E gualification. The cognizant engineer can sign for the Qc
inspection on nonsafetv-related cable pulls.



SUBJECT:

DATES OF INVESTIGATION:

INVESTIGATOR:

BY:

AFFROVED RY:

[ ol sond wad wee

TENNESSEE YALLEY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW 5T
INVESTIGATION REFDRT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-897-001
MILESTONE 1 - FUEL LODAD

TRAINING

CRAFTSMAN
AND EEALE

ooy o |

ON INSTALLATION

17-Movenber 1, 1989

NO. I-85-532&~WEN

OF FIRE STOFS
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NERE has iny sgeted Emplovee Concern IN-BE-897-001 which the (uality
Technology Company Emploves FResponse Team identifisd during the Watts
Ear gmplayeﬂ Concern Frogram. The concern stated:

stops and pressurg s
the craftsmen as tao b
generic concern for b

Construction dept. co
ZCOFE

qatiaﬁ was conducted by reviewing the applicable

gals, conducting interviesws of personnsl
seal installation, and observing fire stop
@2ld.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A. Aoplicable Reguirements, Commitments, and Frocedures

1. Construchis Frocedurs WENP-GCOF-1,33, Seals, Firs Stops, and
L] id f
Cable ; :
“e Drawings 4TWATI-T7, RE:; 47W4AT2-5, F 4THEEI-1, R14:; 43WBEBI-Z,
FilZy 47WaT0-10, R1L7
E. & review of the applicable drawings and procedure indicated that
requiramnsnts for sealing material storage, preparation and sampli

A
wane, apolication, and acceptance coriteria are

C. Interviews with personnel involved with sesal installation indicat

ﬂmltmentﬁg and procedures related Lo the installation
. * 4

of

Aand

the
Ry=

zd

that personnel were knowledgeable of ssal installation requirements

ancg methods. Training has been conducted to the extent that all
personnel installing seals have bsen trained in performing the
work. While conducting interviews, the investi
the identity of the individual who had exupre
concerned individual (CI) voluntarily told the investigator that
during the initial Q70 interview the CI did no

=

Rt
was called "a problem at the time, appr*;lmate ¥ S yERars ago,

igator became awares of
ssed the concern. The

have dny particul ar

t

concern Lo EXpress. At QTC s insistence the CI finally related what
' 1
]

which management was awars of, and has since bheen corrected.’

D. On 10721782, seal installations were observed in Unit 2. Craftsmen
displayved thorough knowledge of their work and proceeded in
accordance wWith program reguiremsnts. It was noted that a single
crew 1s presently doing all seal installations in the plant and that
the crew is comprised of individuals who have been doing this work
for several yvears.
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red cratt training seffort was initiated in May 1983, This
erfort established a oraft procedures and training unit, designated
specific training instructors, documentesd the program through
Lraining module lesson plans, reguired documentation of fraining
sessions, and included subjects applicable to currsnt work
activities. It was verifisd that a firs stops and and seals
training module had been preoarsd. review of all training mocules
indicated that cwrent actbivi being addressed.

HCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAET IONS

Conclusions

The =m: mois substantisted

irmvols tial training of or NETa

fire 5 saeveral vears ago =Ml ] :
Noweve L othat the training was sffective, there was no
indic nforming conditions. and & formalized training

O oara stituted.




QUALITY

. TECHNOLOGY
c: (: COMPANY
P.O. BOX 600 Sweetwater, TN 37874 (615)365-4414
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT | PAGE 1 OF 5

CONCERN NO: WI-85-084-001

CONCERN: CI reported that a welder; whose certifiéations had expired,
was allowed to check out rod from rod shack. CI expressed that this
indicates that the "new" welder recertification program still does not
work. : , ‘

_INVESTIGTAION
PERFORMED BY: W. M. Kemp, Jr.

DETAILS

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: - Confidential

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

QCI 4.02 Rev. 6 Welder and Welding Operator Performance

. Qualification
QCI 4.01 Rev. 5 Storage, Issue and Control of Weldlng Materials

Stop Work Authority #25 issued 8/23/85

Memorandum RIMS #CO0l1 84 0903 004

NCR 6277 Welder Recertification Discrepancies issued 8/26/85
Welding Material requisition for 10/23/85

Computer Readout for Welder Qualifications

NCR 6419 issued 10/28/85 Closed 10/29/85

Statement from welder dated 10/24/85 :

Welder Performance Qualification Record Test #SM-4-B-3-H
Recertification Test #11055 .

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:

This concern was issued to ERT by NSRS on 10/25/85, and was immediately
investigated. It was determined that the incident did in fact occur on
10/23/85 and the concern 1is substantiated. However, immediate

corrective action was taken by the responsible departments to identify
and control the non-conforming condition. '




ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 5

CONCERN NO: WI-85-084-001

DETAILS,

FINDINGS

continued

The Findings Section of this report is broken down into the following

sections:

(A) Background and Research
(B) Sequence of Events

(C) Root Cause

(D) Corrective Action taken

Background and Research:

Stop Work Authority #25 was issued on 8/23/85 with the
direction to  conduct the recertification  process in
accordance with the requirements stipulated in Memorandum
C01-85-0903-004.

Memorandum CO1-85-0903-004 states under corrective actions:
"All initial welders certification older than 90 days have
been rescinded (approximately 30 welders have been initially
certified in the 90 days and their certifications have been

left in order)".

The initial certification of the welder in question was for
shielded metal arc and was dated 7/18/85 which falls -within
the 90 day time frame addressed in the stop work authority.

Per QCI 4.02, Rev. 6, para 6.4, allows 3 months untii renewal
is required, (i.e., if a welder certifies on 7/18/85 he would
be due to recertify on 10/16/85).

QCI 4.02 is being revised at this time, and the "3 months"
will be changed to "90 days" for computerization purposes.

QCI 4.01 Rev. 5, para. 6.53, does not address how the
control center (Rod Shack) attendent verifies the welders
certification (qualification) is current when the filler
metal is issued.

This was discussed with WEU on 10/28/85 and is being taken
under consideration. ' ' _



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 5

. CONCERN NO: WI-85-084-001

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued
(B) SEQUENCE OF EVENTS:
10/23/85

Rod Shack #2 Elev. 713 Aux. Building.

7:30/8:00 A.M. - Rod Shack attendent misread the welding
certification sheet (computer printout), and issued 20 pieces
of E-7018 rod to the welder in question.

10:00/10:30 - The Rod Shack attendent received call from WQC,
who stated that the welder’s certifications had expired, and

had gquestioned whether weld rod had been issued to the
welder? The Rod Shack attendent checked the issue slips and
the computer readout and had determined that weld rod had
been issued and that the computer sheet had been misread.

11:10 A.M. - WQC personnel located the foreman and the
welder. The foreman verified that the welder had not welded
between 10/17/85 and 10/23/85. There was an issue slip from

. 10/7/85 that the welder had been issued E-7018 rod and had
welded on support 2041-wW496-7-14.

12:15 P.M. - The welder returned the 20 pieces of weld rod |
and had stated he had not conducted any welding. This was
verified by his foreman.

10/25/85

7:30 P.M. - Weld test was conducted to renew the
qualfiications of the questioned welder. Test SM-RQ, coupon
#11055 passed the bend test, and the welder was recertified
to SMAW (Certification was not back dated).

. 10/28/85

NCR 6419 was issued by WQC which addressed these events. This
NCR was subsequently closed on 10/29/85. The NCR was closed
based on the facts that 1) the welder did not weld after his
certification expired, and 2) the welder was recertified and
passed his test on 10/25/85.




- ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT :  PAGE 4 OF 5

.CONCERN NO: WI-85-084-001

DETAILS,
FINDINGS,

(C)

(D)

SUMMARY :

continued

conti
ROOT

Based

nued
CAUSES:

on the interviews of personnel directly involved and

documentation, it can be determined that this 1is 1) an

isola
compu

CORRE

(1)~

(2)

(3)

(4)

(7)

ted incident and 2) an oversight when checking the
ter log at the time of rod issuance to the welder.

CTIVE ACTION TAKEN:

When the problem was addressed the responsible personnel
were notified and corrective action was taken.

Welding material requisition slips were reviewed from
10/17/85 to 10/22/85 and it was verified that the welder
had not withdrawn any weld rod durlng that time span.

Welding material requisition for 10/23/85 showed 20
pieces of E-7018 issued, and 20 pieces returned.

Welder was retested on 10/25/85 and passed and his
certifications were renewed. There was a rod slip found
that was issued on 10/7/85, veriied that the welder had
welded within the past 3 months and it is traceable
to a specific item.

NCR 6419' was issued on 10/28/85 by WQC and closed on
10/29/85.

' Statements from the welder attesting to the fact that he

did not weld in the time span of 10/17/85 to 10/23/85
and a statement from WQC as to the reinstruction of the
rod shack attendent supports this NCR.

The computer log will have a "line" between each welder
to preclude an oversight when checking certificiations.

This concern was substantiated. However, immediate corrective action to

identify

the

condition, and control the condition stopped the

non-conforming condition from impacting hardware.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT , © PAGE 5 OF 5

CONCERN NO: WI-85-084-001

DETAILS, continued

SUMMARY, continued

The rod shack attendents had been trained to check the computer 1log,
however, QCI 4.01 does not state how the rod shack attendents will
assure that a welder certification is vertified as valid. This is being
taken under consideraion by WEU.

It is noted that the welder had welded on 10/7/85 and the issue slip
verifying this was given to the General Foreman by the Foreman. The
issue slip remained on the General Foreman ‘s desk until 10/24/85 when
it was sent fo WEU for certificate renewal and updating. It is WEU's
position that if the issue slips are not received and a welder
certification expires, the welder will be retested. Issue slips
received after the fact will not be utilized for the purpose of
backdating. The Foreman having knowledge of the above had complied with
QCI 4.02 however, the issue slip had not been forwarded to WEU as
required to allow updating. The Foreman assumed the welder had been

//ﬂﬂ/ A é)@uyzWCﬂQ %7%6 /Vé {/
b alibteenad @i S
Sl eondod. // /. )/ /7/ 4

/

PREPARED BY %)771@40/,7// /! /9/95 -

DATE

REVIEWED BYW 1Ll Es
"/ DATE




I REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION
1

2. Identification of Item Involved:’ Welder Certification
. (Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)

. Request No. __}{]-85-084-001 - |
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

3. Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos, sketches, etc.)

CI reported that a welder, whose certifications had expired, was allowed

to check out rods from rod shack. CI expressed that this indicates that

the "new" welder recertification program still does not work.

—

4, Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, were 1t to have remained
uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of operations
of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout the expected

jifetime of the plant.

NO X YES I1f Yes, Explain:

AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any portion of
the quality assurance program conducted in accordance with the requirements

of Appendix B.

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

OR

—

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final design as
approved and released for comstruction such that the design does not
conform to the criteria bases stated in the safety analysis report or

construction permit.

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:




v Page 2 of 2

—_
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION an

-

D. This deficiency represents a siggificant deficiency in construction of or
significant damage to a structure, system or component which will require
extensive evaluation, 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. = ' -

No X Yes If Yes, Expiéin:

OR

- E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from performance

’ specifications which will require extensive evaluation, extensive redesign,
or extensive repair to establish the adequacy of the structure, system,

or component to perform its intended safety function. '

No _y Yes 1f Yes; Explain;:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "yES", IMMEDIATELY HAND-CARRY
THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by;'?22E2%Eéé;;ﬁzzzd4ézzfi——————" LS //6(, :

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

o L
ER ojéct Manager Phone Ext.

fz;;;;}ed of receipt by NSRS ‘ ///
7. 7 vate L/J2 /BT rive JH-5
: . 77

Sigped ©

ERT Form M
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
‘IO : E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

NOV 12 wod

DATE :

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. I-85-541-WBN

Subject DESTGN ADEQUACY OF SEISMIC ANCHORS

Concern No. Exf85—039—003

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.
It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached

recommendations by December 10, 1985 . Should you have any

questions, please contact J. C. Catlin at telephone 3819-WBN

,.//n"ire'c‘:tor, NSRS/Designee —

‘ Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes X - No

JCC:JTH

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

--Copy and.Return-—-

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

From:
Date:
I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. I-85-541-WBN

Subject DESIGN ADEQUACY OF SEISMIC ANCHORS for action/disposition.

Signature Date

Ruv I7.8 Saninoc Bonds Reoularlv on the Pavroll Savings Plan



SURJECT:

DATES OF

AFFROVED EY:

INVESTIGATOR:

TENHNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLERR BAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NERE INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-85-541-WBEN
EMFLOYEE COQEEHN EX-BI-0I9-00X

MILESTOMNE &

DESIGN ADEQUACY OF SEISMIC ANCHORS

INVEETIGATION: iztober Z%9-November 4, 1985




II.

ITI.

BACKGROUND

An investigation

was

concern

conducted to determine the

validity

ot

=3

emoloyee

received by Quality

Technology

Company

(AT on

september 20,

19853. The concern was in regard to welding problems with

anchars. The concern stated: "G odesign deficiency has a
required on box hangers which, if performsd per design,

to trun into the pipe.”

SCOFE

The scope of the investigation inrcluded determination of
drawings applicable, whesther any frar action had been ta
to the problem, and verification of the observation noted

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A. Reguirements and Commitments

1.

talsags

selsnic plpe
Twrong weld?
the weld

yoloal X
en with regard
1M the Concertia

Codes” and Standards’ Reguirements (in effect at the time of
design ano construction
A 10CFRE0.S8a, Faragraph (&) {1, Structures
i TOCFRLIGS, Appendix A, Bsismic Feguirements
. AmeErican Welding Society — SBtructuwral Welding Code AKS
Di1.1-75
. TVE R E0ui .‘"Fﬂ?'n:‘l‘:t_.,
a.  G-E%0 Procvess Specification 0.C.1.1, Welding of Etructurss
b. Y Y oI Shruotures
E. Discus=ion
QTC was contacted for additional information regerding this
concern. Thay identitied the problem as being associated with
typical seismic anchors. They also contirmed that the conocsrned
individual (CI) stated the weld ranm into the procsss gips rather
than merely into the anchor bos.
Further investigation showsed thalt thes terminology of “"runs intc" is
misleading. The proper interpreftation s that tuH wald makes
phyvsical contao:t ply the gublsids of the process gpipe

rather than



I

Y a

o
iom

Findings

1l

-
et w

oy
Lo

A series of memoranda spanning the time bestwesn August 12, 1988
and October 22, 1985 was written which confirmed that & problem

anisted (Wadewitz to Coani Coan to Wadewitz; Ennis to Coand.

NOR 42564 RO was genesrated and issued an
relation to this problem. The NCR statess

"Item 1 - Soms
stainless stes
steel (L5 pla
to 172" from th¢ pips."

"Item Z -~ Some welds

piate to 25 pips wers
the drawing. This ra
pipe.’

t - i - = o Pl e - o o R A —

'plr.' ~zrnit Dause ~ Item 1 ~ Misapplication of the rnotesz on

fpm =t = a°F " S - o o - o o P oo simn iy - - - T - - o
arawl ﬁg:a 47B100-1 and -3 that allow welds on D5 reas 5a ate Lo BY
pipe to be stopoed short of the pipes.”

] - I ey g v e — ]
‘Bpparent Cause - Item I
indicated weld cpsration
FEY : - - 1N, ks . - - e - i. . : o, e e bean
Corrective action for Item 1 of thes MOR was alrsady In progress

when thizs report was issued.

Corrective action for Item 2 of the IR was
de

tion when this report was ssusd.

R

Wity

ve evidence substantiated ths obzerveo allegation of

This Drcblem Fad besen identifisd, docunsnted, &nd reoorted in
nce with spplicable procedures. e i
already in progress at the time this reoort

=541 —WEH-—C
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> TVA 64 ('0&-9-65)‘:(9P-WPY-5~85‘) : - ‘ .
o UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ﬂ Zg ﬂ
Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

“ro : E R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

FROM T K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

oatE WOV 192 445

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. 1-85-248-WBN

Subject BOLT REPLACEMENT WELDING TO EMBEDDED PLATES

Concern No. IN-85-109-002

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.
It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached

recommendations- by December 10, 1985 . Should you have any

questions, please contact J. H. Kincaid at telephone 3701-WBN

‘ . Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes X No

7

7 Director, NSRS/Designee

JHK: JTH

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12Bl6 C-X (4)

——Copy and Return—-—

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

From:

Date:

: I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. I-85-248-WBN
' Subject BOLT REPLACEMENT WELDING TO EMBEDDED PLATES for
. action/disposition. : :

Signature Date

Buv 17.8. Savines Bonds Recularly on the Pavroll Savings Plan



TEMNNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

MUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAHFF

NSRS INVEETIGATION REFORT NO. I-8Z-248-WEN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IMN-835-10%-002

MILESTONE 2

SUBRJECT:

DATES OF IMVESTIGATION: Sectember 18-October 4, 1985

LEAD INVESTIGATOR:

T REVIEWED EY:

AFFROVED BY: i< -
fi. Harrison

BOLT REFLACEMENT WELDING TO EMEBEDDED FLATES




IT.

TIT.

.The issue in the stated concern was determined to be that b

BACEGROUND

NERE has investigated emplovee concern IN~-25-109-002 which Cuality
Technology Company identified during the Watts Bar Emplovee Concern
Frogram. The concern was worded:

Bolts replaced by welding to embedded plates. The

Cl is of the opinion that the weld should be analvzed
for carrying the entire load (Auxiliary Building,
elevation 737 or 7377, Unit 1| and 2). Two internal
memos (correszpondsnts known) describe this condition.
Time frame was July 1983,

SCORE

as
repilacement welds were not sized wusing valid analvsis assumpti
following pertinent sources of information were reviewed:

Ao NOR WEN SWFR 8273

E. EN DES Calculations, "Evaluation of NCR WEN BWF 8273 (WEF 830914
270)

C. Drawing 47/050-10 R7

In addition, a number of engineers were contacted by phone and
interviewesd.

The internal memos which were mentioned by the CI as de 0
condition were not identified during the investigation. Bmm& emplovees
interviewsed indicated that some informal notes had been written bub
not retrievable. The investigation was then conducted based on the
stated concern without depending on the content of informal sngineering
mamoranda.

FJ
i
ﬂ
p
ing
"
o
N}
-+
e 3
i

N 1]

FINDINGS

NCR 8272 was izsued because general note 2 on TVA drawing 472050-17T
allowed & baseplate anchor bolt to be replaced by 2 inches of S5/16-inch
fillet weld without regard to bolt type or zize when the baseplate

overlapped an embesdded plate. It was determingd that the service load
capacity of 1-1/4-inch diameter wedge bolts and anchors with egual or
arezater capacity exceeds the capacity of a 2-inch long, S5/1lé-inch fillet
weld which was allowed by gerneral note 2 on TVA drawing 476050-17. To
alleviate this condition and prevent recurrence, the note was changed to
discontinue use of the rnote for bolts 1 inch and larger in diameter.

jelds had been substituted for anchor bolts on five supports with bolts
1 inch and larger. The as-built configuration was svaluated by analysi
and found to be adeguate. Weld replacement for the l—-inch-and-larger
boltz must now be approved under & Field Change Reguest (FCR)Y which
reguires a detailsd review.




iv.

EN DES calculations performed to evaluate weld size for the 47A050-10
drawing notes were based on the weld having equivalent load capacity to
the bolt it replaced. The bolt capacity used was that established for
bolting baseplates to concrete. Howsver, welding a portion of a
baseplate to an embedded plate will cause a load redistribution toward
the weld because the weld-connection mechanism is stiffer and has no
installation clearances inherent in the bolted joint.

CONCLUSION AMD RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Conclu

ions

i
in

The CI concern with analvsis assumptions was substantiated since the
weld will carry & larger share of the load than the bolt it
replaced. The investigation effort has not substantiated that the
tension although that analysis apprcagﬁmagald be the most
consarvative.

A-85-248-WEN-01 - Verification of Weld Adeguacy
Verify by analysis that bolt-replacement welds are adeguate to
accomodate the shift in load disztribution in casesz where
surface—mounted baseplates partially overlap embedded plates. This
verification should justify the generic 474050 drawing notes and the
current analvsis technigues used when an FCR is reguired for welding
of a baseplate to an embedded plate. The verification analvsis
should include worst-case situations.

IR
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
'TO ://'E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
/
FROM /,: K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
/
DATE/ : NOV 12 oo
SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL
/
/
/
// Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. 1-85-246-WBN
// Subject SUBSTANDARD WEAK CONCRETE - UNIT 1
/
/ Concern No. IN-85-439-006
and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.
It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached
recommendations by December 10, 1985 . Should you have any
questions, please contact M. A. Koltowich at telephone_ 3699-WBN
. Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes _ X No
irector, NSRS/Designee
MAK: JTH
Attachment
cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K »
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)
——Copy and Return—-
To K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
From:
Date:

I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. I-85-246-WBN
Subject SUBSTANDARD WEAK CONCRETE - UNIT 1 for action/disposition.

Signature Date

Buv I7TS Sawinas Bonds Reoularlv on the Pavroll Savings Plan




TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLERF BAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-B5-24&-WEN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-B5-439-006

MILESTONE 2 - CRITICALITY
SUBJECT: SUBBTANDARD WEAK CONCRETE UNIT 1, ELEVATION 6767

DATES OF INVEETIGATION: September Z7-Uctober 18, 198%
LEAD INVES I ATOR: J§?7 4?1%@£i¢%%%£nggi _____ bgéz/éf
5§¥’¥altme;h Date
ol Mlerr el
z‘nemom m’ﬁ‘f ______________________ .,.i’/f/ff:
Fo F. Howard Date

REVIEWED BY:

AFFROVED BY:




BEACKGROUND

NERE has investigated employee concern IN-85-439-00&6 which the Guality
Technology Company (ATC) identified during the watts Bar Emplovee
Concern Frogram. The concern is worded:

{3

The

Sub-standerd, weak concrete reported to management butb
ing done.  EG., Unit 1 676" gle. by stairway-—wall
fhas entirely "rotten" concrete. (Bidg. not known)

COFE

scope of the investigation was determined from the stated concern to

be that substandard concrete was reported to mduaqnmert, but no action
was subsequently takeny s.g., Unit 1, auwxiliary building, elevation 676

by

stairway. The activitiss Der+ormmd by NBRE during this investigation

areg listed below and were conducted in conjunction with NERS
Investigation Report No. I-85-291-WEBEN.

A

-

7

Raview of Office of Construction (00 WEM plant procedures includings
4] o

1o WEN-QCF-1.14, "Inspection and Testing of Bolt Anchors Set in
Hardened Concrete and Control of Sttachments o Embecded
Featurss"”

2. WEBN-GCF-1.47, "Concrete/Grout Freplacems Irnspection”
3 WEBN~GCF-Z2.02, "Caoncrete Flacement and Documentation®

4. WEN-QCF-4.2%, "Installation Inspection and Documentation

Reguirements for Seismic Supports"

Review of TVA commitments and reguirements, includings:

1. Final Saftety Analysis Report (FSAR) -WBN, Section 2.8, "Design of
Category 1 Structures"

2. American Concrete Institute {(ACI) 204~73, "Recommended Fractice
for Measuring, Mixing, Transporting, and Flacing Concrete"

<. TVA General Construction Specification G-2, "Flain and
Reinforced Cancrete"

4, TVA General Comstruction Specification G~24, "Repair of Concrete"

Interviews with site personnel associated with concrete placement,
cuwring, and documentation practices.



ITI.

D. Review of documentation/drawings includings:

1. Concrete Four Designation and Frogress Chart, Shield Wal
: 674670+, Auxiliary Building Units 1 and 2

«  TVA Drawings 41NIOOS8-1 and 41N366-1
x. Two "Concrete Fouwr Cards" (WEN-QCF-2.07%)
4. Three "Concrete Cylinder Data Sheets" (WEN-QCF-2.07)

S. Une "Form and Support Removal" form (WBN-QCF-2.02)

&, Fouwr "Expansion Anchor Test Data" reports (WEN-GCF-4.023)

four "Expansion Shell Anchor Test Summary" records (WEN-

1z Elev.

and
GCF-1.14)

E. Testing of in-place concrete with Singleton Materials Emgineering

Laboratory (SME) personnel.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based upon review of the applicable documents, interviews with
individuals associated with ths subject, and NDE testing of in-p
conorets, MSRE has not substantiated the identified concern De
below are the results of the investigation that SUPDort Lka basi
the NERS determination

&
b .

i.

S Feview of TVA Commitments and Feouirements

for WEN in Bection 2.8 identifies the codes, standa
EﬁECL{icatisna far which the design and construction of the
applicable structuwres was based. Through the FEAR, TVA was
comnmitted to batch. place, curs, and test Luﬂufp*: in accorda
with ACI 204-72 and TVE General Construction ication &
ATTIENY and G-2 contain the combtrols by which iE pro
order to ensurs conocrets 1 ;

controls were in place
B, Review of OC WEBM Flant

The reguiremsnts of TVQ
ancg ~1.47. Thezs o) g
reguired documentation
procadures were in plac
noted, howsver, that one .
acoordance with G-I since WBN LEF-2.02 did not exis

e~

e Interviesws with WEMN Site FPerszonnesl

Interviews with site personnel were conducted to obitain info
regarding documentation retrieval and past history regarding
documentation practices smployed at the me ot the concorsts
placemsnts in gusstion.

lace
sorl bed
5 for

e
-
o

duced in



D.

In order to obtain
straength of the are
perftorm testing of
of nondestructive t
instru 5 Usao
to delinsate arsas
time. The test des
MNumber of Hardensd
the test can be rel

Review of Documentation/Drawings

foey
]

eview of WEN plant layout drawings (TVA 4&8WS01 series

indicated the area of concern was in the awiliary building.
Concrete pouw designations and required design strengths for the
argas in aquestion were obtained from the "Concrete Four
Designations and Frogress Charts" and TVA drawing 41NI&6-1.

From these designations and the computer printout listing unigue
concrete pow identificationz, the "Concrete Fow Cards,"
"Concrete Cylinder Data Sheetsz," and "Form and Su pD it Remuw"’”
forms were obtained from the OC Document Control Uni
records vault. Test results showed that the con
be acceptable. However, one problem was noted
Cylinder Data Ehest" for pow AR FISE showed
the concrete at placement to bes 449F,  Thi

i 1:
G-2 which reguires & minimum concrete placement temperature of
de

=y
U
cre te gquality to
The “C"ﬁcrete

SHOOF, {(Eee the "Conclusions and Recommendations" ssction of
this report.) There was no reguired documentation of concrete
curing conditions {(at the time the pours investigated were
made? . The compressive strengths were based on ideal curing
conditions in the lab and mot in-field actual curing
conditions. Based on these reguiremsnis & data did not

provide conclusive evidence
xnveatladrlum waz determined

L1 e
i
i
e

[
]

L i
1}

o

i Gections I1I.D.9 and IIDLE

-3

Tt
£

3

2 Fow "
four
{WRN~-

ancihior | 1 £ &
investigated. The obiject of reviewing these records was to
determins:

A if any problems were sncountered during anchor testing that
: e te ke o £ o g g e - < 4 - o o e o =
WEr a2 ioly indicative of poor guality concrete; and,
- y - [—. . UV JE— b e I TN U [
J it anchior wll =st resulits & DoirreElation x.::.;.mt.:.n“_‘( [

No problems were app
acceptable,. =
pw

strength

ot
o
i

i

- amed
imndicats

and strengt



CONCLUSIONSE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

o
13
in
s
e
{Lﬂ
i
{21
i

-4
=

8 Concaern was 3 gevidence and test rezsults
indicate the concrete & - table guality and
strength. Hmwever it was recogrnized that & viclation of G~5 did occour
as indicated in Section III.D.1 of this repori. Converszations with SME
parsonnel 1nd1cate that concrete placed below S500F but above 229 would
take longer to attain the desired strength, but guality would rot be
jeopardized as 2 L treers. Thers was no
evidence of freszing di =1 ; j . investigation. Mo other
evidence was found to i iCa i i g was of poor guality.
Recomnendation

IzB2-240TWEN-DL - Violation of TYA G-Z for the Flacement of Concrete

The viclation of G-Z temperature placement reguirements discussed above
should be documented and evaluated by the Office of Enslueerlng (0E) .
No other action is considered necessary. This item is to be resclved in
cansunction with concerns addresssd in QTD reports WI-85-0146-001 and
ITN-8E-995-0008

f ale m
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

.TO ¢ E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

pare  : NOV 12 1445

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. I-85-291-WBN

Subject SOFT_CONCRETE UNIT 1

Concern No. IN-85-485-X01

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.
It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached

recommendations by December 10, 1985 . Should you have any questions,

please contact P. K. Howard at telephone 3842-WBN

‘ Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes X No

/ »W M
/;%7birector, NSRS/Designee

PKH: JTH

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

--Copy and Return—-

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
From:
Date:
I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. I-85-291-WBN
. Subject SOFT CONCRETE - UNIT 1 for action/disposition.

Signature Date

Bux U).S. Savinues Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-291-WBN
EMPLOYEE CONCERN: IN-85-485-X01

MILESTONE 2 —~ CRITICALITY

SUBJECT: SOFT CONCRETE UNIT 1, ELEVATIONS 692' AND 713'

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: September 27 - October 18, 1985

.LEAD INVESTIGATOR: P. K. Howard 11/7/85
DATE

INVESTIGATOR: M. A. Koltowich 11/7/85
DATE

REVIEWED BY: P. R. Washer 11/7/85
_ , DATE

11/7/85
DATE

APPROVED BY: . Harrison

. 0100U
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.GROUND

has investigated Employee Concern IN-85-485-X01 which the CGuality
nology Company (ATC) identified dwing the Watts Bar Employee
grn Frogram, The concern is worded:

"Sott" concrets apparently from freezing during construc—
tion was discovered during chipping operaticons. Locations
are as ftollows: 1. Unit 1 7137 elevation - Go through
domble doors az if going into the Resctor Bullding., first
room on right, across from the pipes chase. 2. Unit 1,
627 elevation, in the pump room. Discovered during pa%
two months time frame.

E

scope of the investigstion waz determined from the stated concern to
hat soft concrete sxists in the rooms as stated on elevations &92°
J1ET i the Unit 1 auxiliary bullding. The activities performed by
during this investigation are listed below.

Review of Office of Construction (00 WEN plant procedures including:

bl 3 i (] - [T S v - PO, PR ..
L WEN—LHIF - 7 and Various, "Conorete Placement and
Documentation”

- . L - . o e R [ P vee poon soon pors pore e o T soas pooe poo, ot uen e i oo o 11
e WEN-UCP-1.47, Ré&, "Conorete/Grout Freclacement Inspection
- Aok CYTYED: | "y T F vy g o e - Dl e o sy e even sos PR Y PRI oove me 1
Te HWEN-QGCF-1.07, Various FRevisions, "Work Release"

4. WEN-CGCF-1.14, Various Revizions, ction and
Ao s o in Hardensd Comnorets and Conbtrol of
Embedded
B SAT
e
Revisw of TVA Commitments and Reguirements includings:

SNTR Y L 3 o e b e e
pund o N WE-»'-“ Rooe § o W I8 lult

i Fraotics
st

- - M A e g " 1 " s e e e, save, puo!

o cification b"’":;‘.g ‘Flain and

s -] 2, = R o v de 4 e e g i DU e sees ese w8 e s D "' P .. [ b

a4, R Specification {3"“»3-4-51 "Hepair of Doncraets

Interviews 3
curing and docunentation or
. <.

R [ T R
Sl anEd WLITD

g e
4

e T e | povm: ans y ey [ NOTUR. W
MmEdn&anliosal GOCUMSENTaEYL ON.




I.-)l

E.

SLUMMARY

Fhivsical walkdown of rooms as stated on slevations &%2° and 713° in
the Unit 1 auxiliary building.

Review of Documentation/Drawings including:

i. TVA Drawings 4INODSE-Z2D and =3B, 4&6WS01-1 and -2, 47WAT 19,

AINZEE-1, and AINITO~1

Fow "Corcrete Four Cards" (WEN-QUP-2.02

Ten "Concrete Cyvlinder Data Shests! (WEN-QC
4o Two "Form and SBupport FRemoval” forms (WEN-Q

. Bix "Expansion Anchor Test Data" reports (WBRHN-
"Expansion Shell anchor Test Summary
and assoclated supporting documsnts

One "Enginees
Testing of
Labtioratory
referencad

ir— Dl'
(SHED

im RS :LI

OF FINDINGS

Hased upon the review of applicabls documenits, inte
individuals associated with the subject, and ftestin
concrete, NBRE has not substantisted the identified
below ars af the investigation that sup

the NSRS determimation.

Feview of TVA Commitments and Réguwirsments

for WEBN in Section 2.8 idesntisf

sticns for which thes design and

Le structurass are baged. Throu
to batch, place, cuwre, and test concrest
S04-75 and TVA General Construction Spec
the controls by which concrete was produced in
concrete guality and integrity. Im conclusicr,
place for the production of concrete at WEN.

] of oo s
Frocedures

Feview of

P2 02

CR-2, 02

GCF-

g of in-place
CONTBlr llescribed
port the baszisg for

The reguirements of TVA G-2 were implemented in £ and
=1.47. These procedurss contain the acceptance o the
reguired documentation to implement G-2. i concliusion, plant
procedures were in place to implement G-F requirements. It owas
noted, howsver, that two of the four concrete pours investigsated
were made in sccordance with G-F sinces WEN-GCP-Z.02 did not asxist at
the time the pows wers made.




C. Interviews with WEN Site Fersonnel

Interviews with site persannel were conducted to obtai
regarding documentation retrieval and past history relat
practices employed at the time of the concrete placement
investigated. Interviews with site personnel did not al
conclusionsy however, they did support the identification of the
problems noted in QuCtiDn IT.E.S of this report.

D. Physical Walkdown of Rooms ldentified

A physical walkdown of pump rooms &92-Ab, -A%, -A10, ~A11, ~AL12, and
~A17% was performed to identify areas whers

5
scent chipping
= found except in pump
S-(7 lidentiftied as
5 report? was also performed to

ping operations may have oocouwrred.
gntation review, howsver, that the

-
cions may have coourred. Mo evidence w
room &Y2-612. A physical walkdown of room 7
rmotad in Section II1.E.1 of +h
contfirm areas whers recent chi
It was determined through docum

U h

areas investigated were chipped approsimately two vears prior to the
concerned individusl® interview.

E. Documentation/Drawing Review

1. Revieaw of WEN p

1 , i (TVE &S0 series:

indicated the arsa of concern ids ;
£
1

137 to be
ied six pump

ntified on
room 713-A7. Review of these drawings also identif

Fooms on elevation &92°7.

s Lonorste powr designations and deé¢‘~ strengths the aress
) identified were obtained from TVa Lngs GLINCOER-ZD and IR,

4INZEE-L and SINZTO-1.  From these e
"Concrete Tracking Svstem Master : "Concrete
Fouwr Cards, " "Conorete Oylinder Form and
Support: Fﬁm_ al" forms were abtsa ooumsEnt
Control Unit (DCLY reoords vaul?d v ofn the
"Concrete Cvlinder Data Shests" Tty of
concrate was acceptable.
There was no reguired documentation of concrets curing
conditions {(at the times the pours investigated were made). Thes
compreszive strengths were based on ideal cuwing conditions in
the lab versus in-field actual cwring conditions. FRassd on
these evaluations, the date did not provide conclusive evidence
of concrete guality, and further anwatlgatish was determined
necessary. Details are presented in Sections I11.E.D amnd III.F
ot report.

i ) f oL

Lo Anchor Test Deta" reports (WEN-GOF-4, 23
= )

.
Rell Anchor Test Summary' records GCF-1.14),

Jul} ed supporting documents were obitalnad. These were a
reprasentation of anchor inspections and tests for items
&uppur:aa by the conorete aress investigated. The obisctive in
reviewing these records was to determine: \
&. it ﬁrcblem% ware snoountersd during anchor testing that wera

possibly indicative of poor gquality concrete:; and,

by a if oanchor pull test results correlated to concrete strengths




Mo problems were apparent since anchor

inspections and tests
were determined to be acceptable. Im conclusion, the concrate
was determined to have adeguate strengh to support the anchor
loads.

4, I an effort to identify possible nonconformance reports (NCRs)
genearated as a result of conditions encountered during chipping
operations for one of the areas investigsated, FOR MIOFOL was
obtained. This FOR was incorporated into Vi drawing 47W471-9
per ECN 3758. The initistion date of the FOR indicated that
sleeves ware installed in the area after the walls were poured;
however, no evidence could be found by either NSRS or OC
esnginsering and guality control personnel to indicate that &
"Worlk Fels a%e“ (WEN-HCF-1.07), "Concrets Fow Card,” or MNCR had
besrn generate Emploves & informed MNSRE that ssveral FCRs were
Wil tten in *ha* timeframe to "as-built" sleeve installations
which were not shown on the drawings but wers identified during
walﬁdmwna. Employves B informed NBRE that there was mo method of
identifying or retrieving records for repaired concrete areas

oespt by date or possibly description in the primtout (CTSME .
Im conclusion, NERE has determined thats
Ea
. smlzeve installations meayv have cocowrred without prooer
control oFf the work which would be in violation of
WEN-GCF-1. 07, "Work Felease."
Testing In-FPlace Conorete

Im order

o - -
the aresas
testing on
nondestiruos
imshtrumant
to delineate ares

time. The test

Mumber of Hardened norete ~i§ mathod is nob intended to be
ussd &8 an etermination of concretes and should
DEe recognic instead of highly accuwrate

figures. e re halned can =1 A v
strengths. T perfor o

areas indicats ;

[ PO N
wum¢¢ty

i
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1
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i
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CONCLUSIONS aND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions

The concern was n

iy
ot
rf
i
+

ot subsgt i ed since axisting evidence and test
"esults indicate that the concrete investigated is of acceptables guality
and strength. No evidence of freezing was apparent, eand ro other
evidence was found to indicate poor guality concrete. T owas noted,
however, that problems do exist with documentation of repaired concrets
and work relesses as indicated in Section II1I.E.4 of this report.
Recommendation
1-82-gF1l-WBN-CGL - Documentation Retrisval

-} -
aluateg

The problems with documentation as discussed
and documented on & Nonconformance Fe *

management. The "Concrete Tracking System Ma
spanded to include an ident

d be ev

oy responsible
t" should be

z that refers back

Fouwr
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

.0} ¢ E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

paTE MOV 12 QY

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. IN-85-725-X14; X15

Subject WELDER RECERTIFICATION

Concern No. IN-85-725-X14; X15
and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.

It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached

recommendations by December 10, 1985 . Sﬁould'you have any
questions, please contact W. M. Kemp, Jr. at telephone _3200-WBN
. Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes No _ X
7

e ~
/ZZ%irector, NSRS/Designee

MAH:JTH

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-X
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12B16 GC-K (4)

—--Copy and Return--

To : " K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
From:
Date:
I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. IN-85-725-X14;X15

Subject WELDER RECERTIFICATION for action/disposition.

Signature Date

Bun 17.8. Savinos Bonds Resularlv on the Pavroll Savinos Plan



»
»

NSRS Recommendation: 1IN-85-725-X14; X15

'01010

Q-85-725-X14-01 “QCI 402 Change”

WBN OC should revise QCI 4.02 to incorporate details of
controls and methods to be used when conducting
performance qualification renewal of welders. As stated
in the report, this recommendation is already under
consideration by WEU.



QUALITY |
P.O. BOX 600
TECHNOLOGY Sweetwater, TN
COMPANY 37874

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: IN-85-725-X14
IN-85-725-X15

CONCERN: See Below

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: W. M. Kemp, Jr.

DETAILS
Concern: IN-85-725-X14

Welder recertification program had = inadequate supervisory
oversight. It could have been possible for a good welder to weld
the test plates for an incapable welder.

Concern: In-85-725-X15

The control of welder recertification test plates was inadequate.
Test plates began by one welder could have been completed by
another welder.

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: Confidential

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

TVA Topical Report, TVA-TR 75 (FSAR 17.2)
ANSI N 45.2 1 N 45.2.5

10 CFR Appendix B

ASME Section IX

AWS Dl.1 Section 5




‘ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-85-725-X14
IN-85-725-X15

DETAILS, continued
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED, continued

AISC Quality Criteria and Inspection Standards
Process Specification - 1.C.2.2 Rev. 1 Welder Performance
' Qualification-AWS D1.1 Rev. 2
Process Specification 1.M.2.2 Rev. 2 Welder/Welding Operators
: Performance Qualification-ASME
PAM 5.1 Rev. 22 Welding Control
QCI 4.02 Rev. 5 Welder & Welding Operator Performance
Qualification
Memorandums/Supporting Documentation:
COl 856-0903-004
Watts Bar Nuclear Plants Unit 1 & 2 - Confirmation of action
letter welder certification program.
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant TVA Informal Memo
Welding Procedure Specifications (WPS)
: SM11-B-3, GT11-0-1A, SM-U-1
.Letter From Mr. Parris (TVA) to Dr. Grace (NRC RII).

A

Process Specifications 1.M.2.2 Test No. SM-RQ (M)*
1.M.2.2 Test No. SM-RQ (C)*
*performance Qualification Renewal Test
- Stop Work Authority #25 :
: NCR-6277 Rev. 0 :
ERT Reports WI-85-055-001, WI-85-056-001, EX-85-042-003
WEU Test Shop Log '
Welder Certification Computer Read Out, dated October 1, 1985
Random Welder Performance Qualification Records

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:
The concerns are not substantiated. 1In reviewing the related
procedures, documentation and interviewing cognizant personnel

involved in the recertification renewal process, there was no
evidence that a welders test was completed by another welder.

FINDINGS:

Procedures QCI 4.02 Rev. 5 and Rev. 6 were reviewed to establish
the programmatic controls for "Performance Qualification Renewal
Test".




.ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-85-725-X14
IN-85-725-X15

DETAILS, continued

FPINDINGS, continued

QCI 4.20 Section 6.4 "Verification and Renewal of Qualifications"
addresses paragraph 6.4.1.2 when welders are to be requalified.
However, it does not address what method, test or controls shall
be used to conduct the performance qualification renewal test when
required.

WEU personnel were questioned as to what addresses how the welders
were to be requalified. The renewal test are conducted to the G29C
and G29M (renewal qualification test) however, QCI 4.02 does not
make the tie in. It was stated by WEU personnel that addressing
the requirements of G29M and G29C in QCI 4.02 would be taken under
consideration.

Specification G29C (AWS) and G29M (ASME) require the following
processes for performance qualification renewal test:

WPS SM 11-B-3 Renewal per ASME
- PS 1.M.22 Test No. GT-RQO(M) Rev. 0 8/27/85
WPS-GT-11-B-1 or GT~11-0-1A Renewal per ASME
PS 1.C.22 Test No. SM-RQ{(C) Rev. 0 8/27/85
WPS SM-U~1 Renewal for AWS Dl1.1

The requalification requirements stated in Specifications G29M and
G29C, meet the intent per AWS and ASME.

A random sample of welders qualification for renewal test were

performed. In the first sample, 12 welders names were pulled from
the WEU Test Log and reviewed against the Welders Certification
Computer Log (10/1/85). The names, ID number, coupon number,

results and certification dates all matched.

In the second random sample, welders certifications records (12)
located in the DCU vault (renewal test only) were cross checked
against Welders Certification Computer Log and WEU Test Log Book.
All names, 1ID numbers, coupon numbers, vresults and certification
dates matched.




‘ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-85-725-X14
IN-85-725-X15

DETAILS, continued
FINDINGS, continued

A random selection of welders were interviewed to establish the
controls utilized in the test shop during the renewal
qualification test were being conducted. The interviews consisted
of personnel who passed and failed the tests with the following

results:
1) Individuals were instructed as to the parameters of the
test. '
2) Procedures/Instructions were available.
3) The test were conducted by test shop personnel to
preclude welders welding coupons for another welder
4) Test coupons were controlled via coupon ID number and
: inspector stamp.
‘ 5) General consensus was that the test was properly
- administered but it was questioned why a backing strip
: was used on the 3/8 plate . It was stated to the
welders that. this practice is allowable by the codes.
6) If a test was failed, a retest was accomplished at a
later date. No immediate retests were conducted.
7) WEU surviellances were conducted to assure welding
: parameters were kept during the renewal testing process.
8) Adequate supervision was available and welders were
allowed reasonable time to conduct tests.
SUMMARY :

The review of the renewal qualification program for welders
certifications that were "revoked-resinded" (Per ASME "Expired")
and the implementation/controls are determined to be satisfactory.
This 1is supported by documented evidence, 1i.e. WEU Testing Log
Book, Welder Computer Log, Welder Renewal Test Certifications and

' . Interviews.




‘ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT : PAGE 5 OF 5

CONCERN: IN-85-725-X14
A IN-85-725-X15

DETAILS, continued
SUMMARY, continued

The only area of concern was QCI 4.02 Rev.6 1lacking direction as
to how welders are requalified. At this time WEU is taking this
into consideration.

DATE

PREPARED BY @)ﬁ@%ﬂ/ //,/4/§§'
) S A /

REVIEWED BY WM /4A//£5’

" DATE




FINAL

REGUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVALUATION
IN-85-725-X15

Request No. _ IN-85-725-X14 B
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN,
Model, etc.)

Description of Prablem (Rttach related documents, phctaos,
sketches, ete.)

The control of welder recertification test plates was inadequate. Test plates

begun by one welder éou]d have been completed by another welder,

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets i rnecessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, were 1t to have
remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety
of operations aof the nuclear power plant at any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

Ne _X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
AND _

B. This deficiency represents a sipnificant breakdown in any
portion of the guality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

OR

C. Thie deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M




Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVALUATION

This = deficievicy represents a significant deficiency in
construction of o significant damape to a structuwre, system or
component  which will reguire extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or comstruction permit or
tae otherwise establish the adeuuacy of the structure, system,
or- component to pert form its internded safety function.

N ;2&__Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:

ar | :

This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require externsive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adegquacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B QR 4C OR 4D DR 4E ARE MARKED ."YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REGUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by: cfjﬁéffléét;%r~- AR A4

ERT B%oup Marager Phone Ext.’
,/4/’__ /

4/1/‘ : ,"I i / /

ERT pPOJECt ‘Marmager————FPhorne Ext.

Qcknowledgf?ij;gf receipt by NSRS

Stéﬁéd

/

Afziég::ii/tfz—”“"\x : Date _f;/é7<;§1 Time fQé; 2

ERT Form M
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

ii/l emorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TO : E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
FROM ¢ K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear $afety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

e« NOV 12 1985

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

\ Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. IN-86-068-002: IN-86-210-001

Subject HEAT EXCHANGER TUBES

Concern No. IN-86-068-002; IN-86-210-001

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.
It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached

‘ recommendations by December 10, 1985 . Should you have any -

questions, please contact J. T. Nation at telephone 365-7134 .

‘ Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes X No

)731rector, NSRS/Designee

MAH:JTH
Attachment
cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
;W., F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

~—Copy and Return—-
To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

From:

Date:

I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No.IN-86-068-002;:IN-86-210-001
Subject HEAT EXCHANGER TUBES for action/disposition.

Signature Date




NSRS Recommendations: IN-86-068-002

. 0102U

Q-86-068-002-01 "CCSHX'Ss"

The OC should generate NCR's for the three component
cooling system heat exchangers to address and resolve the

. problems and observations contained in this report. Root

cause(s) should be addressed, evaluated, determined, and
corrected. FSAR and appropriate drawing changes should be
verified in progress or be expedited.
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

QUALITY P.O. BOX 600

TECHNOLOGY Sweetwater, TN
COMPANY | - 37874

PAGE 1 OF 30

CONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002 (MILESTONE 1)

IN-86-210-001 (MILESTONE 1)

CONCERN: Retubing of Component Cooling System Heat Exchangers,
El 737, Auxiliary Building, Units 1&2, WBNP. Refer to
"Concerns", below for details. ‘

INVESTIGATION -

PERFORMED BY: J. T. Nation

DETAILS

TABLE OF CONTENTS: SECTION TITLE PAGE

I CONCERNS 1
11 PERSONNEL CONTACTED 2
I1T REFERENCES 3
v SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION 5
\ CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS 6
VI FINDINGS ‘ 12
VII CONCLUSIONS 23
VIIT OBSERVATIONS 26
I. CONCERNS:
A. Concern No. IN-86-068-002:
Retubing of Heat Exchangers "AM, "B" & nen
(60" 1long, 737" elev., Unit 1) 4is being performed
improperly. Rolling of tubes on one end (possibly
discharge end) 1is being done by rolling inside seal
first, then outside tube to tube sheet second. CI

expressed that this is contrary to industry standard
(tube/tube sheet 1lst, inside last) and resulted in a 30%

leakage rate on Exchanger "C". Repair necessitated
re-rolling inside seal at maximum torque, which could
have adversely affected tube wall thickness. Internal

tube sheets (21 each exchanger) are poorly manufactured,
with poor hole alignment, varying sizes/bevels of tube
holes, and are allowed to "float" (not rigidly attached
to interior shell), which results in tube = sheet
"warpage" and poor support of tubes. During
operation, this warpage and lack of support permits
tube vibration and causes tube failure. Tube sheet
were leveled with angle iron brackets for 1/2 of
re-tubing. Then brackets were removed (not part of
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.CONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002
IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

I.

IT.

CONCERNS, continued

A. Concern No. IN-86-068-002, continued

permanent installation). Tubesheets "warped" to original
position, which is thought to be the cause of initial
tube failure. Supervision and engineering (names
known) were made aware of the problem with the rolling
of tubes, and stated that the technique used was per
manufacturer’s recommendations, and that any change
would have to come from Knoxville. CI said that no
change had been received from Knoxville yet.
Tube/tube sheet were rolled per industry standard on
"A" exchanger, and no leakage was experienced.

NOTE: This concern , as stated above, contains incorrect and

misleading information. Also, the portion of this concern
regarding "internal tube sheets" (actually, baffles) is not
addressed 1in this Report. ~Refer to the "Clarification of

Concerns", Section V, of this report

B. Concern No. IN-86-210-001:

Heat Exchanger Tubes on Heat Exchanger "A"
were rolled straight thru. Heat exchange "C" tubes were
rolled 1/2 way straight thru and 1/2 way backwards.
When this was done, the 1/2 rolled backwards had many
leaks. Heat Exchanger "B" tubes are scheduled to be
rolled the same as Unit 1, ele. 737°.

NOTE: This concern, as stated above, contains incorrect and
misleading information. Refer to the "Clarification of
Concerns," Section V, of this Report.

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: Confidential
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‘ONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002

' IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

II. PERSONNEL CONTACTED: Confidential

IIT. REFERENCES:

A. Workplan (WP) No. 2403 for Retubing Component Cooling
Heat Exchanger "B", prepared 5/28/85, and Non-Intent
‘ Workplan Change No. WP-2403-RO-3, dated 8/28/85.

B. Workplan (W?) No. 2597 for Retubing Component Cooling
Heat Exchanger "A", prepared 12/4/84.

C. Workplan (WP) NO. 4459 for Retubing Component Cooling
Heat Exchanger "C", prepared 6/10/84.

D. Administrative Instruction AI-7.1, "Quality Control
(QC) Inspection Program", Revision 9 dated 4/10/85.

E. Administrative Instruction AI-8.5, "Control of
Modification Work on Transferred Systems Before Unit
Licensing", Revision 14 dated 4/1/85

F. Administrative Instruction AI-9.2, "Maintenance Requests
and Equipment Maintenance History", Revision 15 dated
8/2/85.

G. Administrative Instruction AI-9.15, "Preparation of Work

Instructions for Repairs and ‘Replacements of ASME
Section XI Components", Revision 6 dated 7/3/85.

H. Modifications and Additions Instruction MAI-11,
_ "Pressure Testing of Piping Systems Following
‘ Modifications", Revision 3 dated 8/23/85.
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ONCERN NOS: IN-86-068~002

IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, .continued

III. REFERENCES, continued

I.

Field Change Request (FCR) No. FS-402, dated 6/1/84,
"replace tubes 1in component cooling system. heat
exchanger _ O0O-HTX-070-0001C, 1-HTX-070-0001A, and
2-HTX-070-0001B with AL-6X as necessary." :

Engineering Change Notice (ECN) Nos. 4936, 4937, and
4938, dated 7/11/84, for change out of +tubes for
Component Cooling Heat Exchangers "A", "B" and "C", for
revision of FSAR section 9.2.2 to reflect AL-6X tubing,
and for revision of vendor drawings.

Construction Specification No. N4M-936, Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant, "Retubing of the Component Cooling Water
Heat Exchangers", RO dated 3/16/84 and R1 dated 9/24/84.

Contract 76K35-83210 and vendor (Joseph Oat Corporation)
documents for Component Cooling Heat Exchangers:

1. Drawing Nos. 5760, 5761, 5762 and 5763.

2. Job Procedure JP-2301-1, "Procedure for Expanding
Tubes Into A Tubesheet to Obtain A Strength Joint",
Rev. 1 dated 7/1/76.

3. TVA Specification WBNP-DS-3835-2612-00, "Component
Cooling System Heat Exchangers for WBNP Units 1 and
2", Revision 0 and Revision 1, not dated.

4, Installation and Maintenance Instructions for Job
No. J-2301.

ENDES Memorandum, MEB (C.A. Chandley) to NEB (J.A.
Raulston), dated 9/11/84, "Watts Bar Nuclear Plant-FSAR
Update-ECN s 4936, 4937, 4938". (MEB 84 0911 019).

ENDES Memorandum, WBP (J. C. Standifer) to NUCPR (T. G.
Campbell), dated 7/20/84, "Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Units
1 and 2-Component Cooling Water Heat Exchanger
Retubing"”, "Retubing with AL-6X Tubing". (WBP 84 0720
058)
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ONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002
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DETAILS, continued

III. REFERENCES, continued

0. US NRC Report NOs. 50-390/84-59 and 50-391/84-45, dated
11/8/84, _Notice of Violations 390/84-49-01 through
390/84-59-04, for period of July 21-September 21, 1984.

P. US NRC Report NOs. 50-390/85-08 and 50-391/85-08, dated
3/29/85, closure of Violations (above), for period of
January 21-February 28, 1985.

Q. Tubular Exchanger Manufacturers Association (TEMA),
Standards of, sixth edition, 1978.

R. ANSI N45.2-1971, "Quality Assurance Program Requirements
for Nuclear Power Plants". -

.IV. SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION

The Concerns, as clarified in this report, are substantiated.
Refer to Section V of this report for clarification of
concerns.

This investigation was conducted, intermittently, during the
; period of August 22 to October 17, 1985. The investigation
included document/documentation reviews,- personnel
contacts/interviews, and in-process work observations,
regarding the retubing of the Component Cooling System Heat
| Exchangers (CCSHX) "aA", "B", and "C", elevation 737,
Auxiliary Building, Units 1 and 2.

The most significant finding is the indeterminate condition
of the tube wall thickness, subsequent to re-rolling or
re-expansion to resolve leakage, specifically for the
outlet end tube-to-tubesheet joints for CCSHX "A". This
indeterminate condition exists Dbecause of inadequate
Workplan Instructions and inadequate implementation,
} control, and documentation of the activity. The
re-expansion of the tubes was performed without regard
to, and without measurement and documentation that would
verify, the resulting reduction in wall thickness. This
reduced wall thickness, of undetermined magnitude, yields a

condition that could adversely affect the safety and
reliability of operation of this. CCSHX, Seismic Category I
component.

| | | ‘ | *
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ONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002

IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

IV.

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION, continued

Additionally, it was found that two methods or techniques
were used for sequencing "the two-step expansion or rolling of
the tubes at the outlet end tubesheets for the CCSHX. For
CCSHX "A", the back-to-front method was used, and resulted in

extensive leakage and re-expansion. For CCSHX "C", the
front-to-back technique was used, and essentially no leakage
or re-rolling occurred. The Workplan for CCSHX "B", which

was 1in the process of being retubed at the start of this
investigation, was changed, and the front-to-back method was
used, and resulted in some leakage and re-expansion. The
merit of wusing one or the other of these two methods is
reflected in the reported results. The front-to~-back method
yields more acceptable results in terms of the extent of
resulting leakage and re-expansion of the tube-to-tubesheet
joints. -

Other findings, regarding inadequacies in establishing and
implementing appropriate controls and documentation of the
tube expansion and re-expansion activites, are identified in
the Findings and Conclusions, Sections VI and VII
respectively, of this Report.. :

Observations of conditions not specifically identified in the
Concerns or addressed in the Findings, but involving the
CCSHX, are addressed in Section VIII of this Report.

CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS:

A. The Concerns, as stated above, contain incorrect or
misleading statements. As part of this investigation,
and to provide a uniform and accurate understanding of
the findings and conclusions in this Report, the
following - general information and concern
clarifications are provided:

B. General Information regarding components and activities
referenced in the Concerns and this Report:

1. The Concerns refer to the three (3) Component
Cooling System (CCS) Heat Exchangers (HX), which
are located on elevation 737.0, between column
lines A-5, A-10, T and R, in the Auxiliary
Building. The designations and relative locations
for the three CCSHX are as follows:
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ONCERN NOS:

IN-86-068-002
IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

V. CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS, continued

Bc ].o,

continued

Reference - Relative Unit-System
Designation Location Designation

CCSHX
CCSHX
CCSHX

"A" North of "C" 1-HTX~070-0001A
"B" South of "C" 2-HTX-070-0001B
"cn Between "A" & "B" 0-HTX-070-0001C

The CCSHX are classified as ASME Section III, Class
3 components (TVA Class C), and Seismic Category I.

Fach CCSHX contains 3200 tubes, 0.75 inches outside
diameter by approximately 60 feet long, which span
the shellside of the exchanger between the
tubesheets at each end. Each of the two tubesheets
(3-3/8" thick carbon steel) have 3200 holes within
which the tubes are installed. Each tube is rolled
or expanded, within the tubesheet holes, to provide
a mechanical seal between the exterior surface of
tube and interior surface of the tubesheet hole.
For the purpose of this Report, the following terms
are defined as indicated:

a. "front" - . the outside, tubeside, or
channelside portion or half ( 1-11/16 to 2
inches) of the tubesheet thickness or hole
depth.

b. "back" = the inside shellside portion or
half (1-11/16 to 2 inches) of the tubesheet
thickness or hole depth.

C. "front-to-back" - the sequence of
rolling/expanding the tubes, i.e., first the
"front"”, then the "back".

d. "back-to-front" - the sequence opposite to
"front-to-back", above.

Each tube 1is rolled/expanded in a two-step
operation, i.e., "front" is one step and "back" is
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ONCERN NOS:

IN-86-068-002
IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

V. CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS, continued

B. 3.,

continued

the other. The rolling/expansion is accomplished
by a tool that is inserted inside the tube and
expands, by a rolling action, the diameter of the

tube. The tubesheet hole I.D. is approximately
0.76 inches and the tube 0.D. 1is approximately
0.75 1inches. Each tube is expanded to attain
metal-to-metal contact, then 1is expanded an
additional 0.002 to 0.003 inches to provide the
necessary seal. This expansion results in some
reduction 1in the tube wall" thickness (0.035

inches for 20 BWG).

The CCSHX were retubed with ASME SB-676 (AL-6X)
high alloy stainless steel tubes, reportedly,
because of the low raw water velocity and the
resulting pitting corrosion of the original ASME
SB-111-706 (90-10, CuNi) tubes.

C. Clarification of Concern IN-86-210-001:

‘ 1.

"Heat exchanger tubes on heat exchanger "A" were
rolled straight thru."

This statement is correct.
For CCSHX "A", the front-to-back method on one end,
and back-to-front on the other end equate to a

"straight thru" method.

"Heat exchange "C" tubes were rolled 1/2 way
straight thru and 1/2 way backwards."

This statement is misleading.
For CCSHX "C", the front-to-back method on both

ends could be described as stated, however, the
term "backwards" does not mean incorrect or wrong.
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CONCERN NOS:

IN-86-068-002
IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued
C. continued
3. "When this was done, the 1/2 rolled backwards had

many leaks".
This statement is not correct.

The "1/2 rolled backwards" applies to CCSHX "C",
and equates to the front-to-back method which the
concern individual stated was the correct method.
It was CCSHX "A", not CCSHX "C", that "had many
leaks™".

4, "Heat Exchanger "B" tubes are scheduled to be

rolled the same as Unit 1, ele. 737."
This statement is correct.
The "Unit 1" equates to CCSHX "A", which is part of
the Unit 1 system. The CCSHX "B" work was 1in
progress and planned to be done the same as for
"A", i.e., using the back-to-front method.

D. Clarification of Concern IN-86-068-002:

1. "Retubing of Heat Exchangers "A", "B" and "C" (60
long, 737" elev. Unit 1) 1is being performed
improperly."
This statement is misleading.
CCSHX "A" and "C" retubing had been previously
completed, and only "B" was in the process of
"being" retubed. CCSHX "A" and "C" tubes were
each rolled by a different method. The CCSHX "A"
method was viewed as incorrect by the CI, and
that was the method which was going to be used
for CCSHX "B". The reference to "Unit 1" equates
to CCSHX "A".

2. "Rolling of tubes on one end (possibly discharge

end) is being done by rolling inside seal first,
then outside tube to tube sheet second."

This statement is misleading.
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CONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002
IN-86-210-001

DETAILS, continued

V. CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS, continued

D. 2, continued
The statement does not apply to CCSHX "C". The
terminology equates to the back-to-front
technique, which was used for CCSHX "A" and was
" going to be used for CCSHX "B", at the outlet
or discharge end. The term "inside" equates to
back and the term "outside" equates to front.
The term "tube to tube sheet" applies to Dboth
steps of the expansion, i.e., front and back, and

to the Jjoint or seal between the tube (0D) and
tubesheet hole (ID) surfaces; however, the CI
appears to use this term to mean front only.

3. "CI expressed that this is contrary to industry
standard (Tube/tube sheet 1lst, inside last) and
resulted in a 30% leakage rate on Exchanger "C"."

This statement is not correct.

The "30% leakage rate" or some amount of leakage

occured on CCSHX "A", not "C". The terminology
"Tube/Tube sheet 1st, inside last" equates to the
front-to-back method used on CCSHX "C", and later
used on "B", but not the method used on the
outlet end of "A". The reference to "industry
standard"” means that the CI does not recognize
the back-to-front method as common practice,

based on previous experience.

4. "Repalir necessitated re-rolling inside seal at
maximum torque, which could have adversely
affected tube wall thickness."

This statement is misleading.

The statement applies ‘to CCSHX "A", which
reportedly had "a 30% leakage rate" and
"necessitated re-rolling inside seal”. It would
be the "leakage", not "repair", that would have

‘ "necessitated re-rolling".
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DETAILS, continued

V. CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS, continued

D.,continued

5.

"Internal tube sheets..... initial tube failure."

These statements {(four sentences) should not have
been included in this concern.

The term "Internal tube sheets" means baffles.
These statements do not apply to the tubesheets at
each end of the CCSHX or to tube rolling, and are
not addressed in this Report. These statements
apply to, and will be addressed 1in conjunction
with, Concern No. IN-86-068-001.

"Supervision and engineering (names known) were
made aware of the problem with the rolling of
tubes, . and stated that the technique used was per
manufacturer 's recommendations, and that any change
would have to come from Knoxville. CI said no
change had been received from Knoxville, yet."

These statements (two sentences) are correct, with
the following clarification:

The "change" applies to CCSHX "B" only, since "A"
had already been completed. The "problem" of "the
technique wused", which means the back-to-front
method, applies to CCSHX "A" only.

"Tube/Tube sheets were rolled per industry standard
on "A" exchanger, and no leakage was experienced."

This statement is not correct.

The reference to "A" should read "C". The term
"industry standard", according to the concerned
individual, means the front-to-back method which
was used on both ends of CCSHX "C", and which
reportly had "no leakage".
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CONCERN NOS: IN-86-068-002

IN-86—210-001

DETAILS,

V.

VI.

continued

CLARIFICATION OF CONCERNS,continued

D., continued
8. Regarding the sketches depicting tube expansion, as

contained in the ERT file:
The sketches are not correct.
The tube expansion/rolling occurs within the 3-3/8
inch thickness, or hole depth, of the tubesheet.
The tubes are not flared or Dballooned the
exterior of the faces of the tubesheet, as the
sketches depict. For the two-step rolling or
to 2 expansion process, the front is the first
1-11/16 1inches of the tubesheet thickness or hole
depth, and the back is the other 1-11/16 to 2
inches of thickness or depth.

FINDINGS:

A. The following findings relate to both Concerns and to

the two methods of sequencing the two-step
rolling/expansion of tubes within the tubesheet at the
outlet end of each CCSHX:

1. Based on personnel contacted and Workplan reviews,
it was determined that the variation in method or
technique applied to only the tube-tubesheet joints
at the outlet end. The front-to-back method was
reportedly used at the inlet end of all CCSHX, and
is not the method in guestion.

2. For CCSHX "A", the WP 2597 Workplan Instructions,-
- Step D.7 states (in part):

"Roll all inlet tubes front to back, then roll all
outlet end tubes back to front. This technique
minimizes tube bowing between the tube sheets.”

The Step D.7 does not have a sign-off for
verification, however, personnel stated
that the back-to-front method was used at the
outlet end.
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DETAILS,

VI.

continued

FINDINGS, continued

A.

2,

continued

Based on contacts with the concerned individuals
and other personnel, it was determined that the
back-to-front technique was the method in question.
The Workplan indicates that the tube rolling was
completed in February 1985, therefore, this was the
second CCSHX to be retubed.

For CCSHX "B", the retubing work was in progress
but the tube rolling at the outlet end had not
commenced, at the start of this investigation.

Prior +to this investigation, the WP 2403 Workplan
Instructions, Step D.9 stated (in part):

"Roll inlet end front to back...Roll outlet end
back to front."

The responsible Mechanical Maintenance Engineer
(MME) and design engineer (ENDES) were contacted
regarding the Concerns. They indicated that the
back-to-front method was recommended by the tubing
manufacturer to preclude bowing of the tubes
between the tubesheets. They stated that the
manufacturer would be contacted to determine if the
front-to~back method would be acceptable.

A few days later, the MME stated that ENDES had
just given a telephone approval, in response to an
MME memorandum of request, to use the front-to-back-
technique at both ends. The MME stated that the
Workplan would be changed accordingly.

WP 2403 Workplan Instructions, Step D.9 was revised
via Non-Intent Workplan Change Form No.
WP-2403-R0O-3 dated 8/28/85, to read:

"roll outlet end front to back also."
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DETAILS, continued

VI. FINDINGS,

A.

continued

continued

After completion of the tube expansion work, the
concerned 1individuals and other personnel were
contacted and they stated that the front-to-back
method had been used for the rolling at the outlet
end. Also, the ENDES engineer stated
that a memorandum approving the change in
technique had been sent to the MME.

For CCSHX "C", the WP 4459 Workplan Instructions,
Step 8 states: '

"Roll tubes to tube sheet by step method."

This is the only instruction in the Workplan
regarding the rolling of the tubes. The rolling
sequence is not prescribed. Personnel stated that
the front-to-back step method was used at both
ends. The Workplan indicates that the retubing
work was completed in August 1984, therefore,

this was the first CCSHX to be retubed.
{

The following findings relate to both concerns and. to
the references to "leaks", "leakage" and "re-rolling" of
tubes at the tube-to-tubesheet joints:

1.

For all of the CCSHX (A,B and C), none of the
Workplans contain a provision for documention of
which or how many, if any, of the tube joints had
leaks and/or had to be re-rolled.

Personnel stated that there is no such
documentation. The personnel stated that the
criteria 1s "no leaks", and that the tubes are

re-rolled as necessary to meet that objective.
Since there appears to be no quantitative data
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DETAILS, continued
VI. FINDINGS, continued
B. 1, continued

regarding the actual extent of leaks or leakage,
the references to "many leaks" and "30% leakage
rate" for CCSHX "A", and the reference to "no
leaks" for CCSHX “"C", could not be quantitatively
verified or refuted. The same condition applies to
the re-rolling of the associated tubes. Personnel
stated that CCsHX "C" had essentially no
leaks, and that CCSHX "A" had many leaks and
required extensive re-rolling at the outlet end.

For CCSHX "A", the WP 2597 Workplan Instructions,
page 19 of 20, Step E.3, Item b states:

"If any tube-to-tubesheet joints are leaking,
re-expand those tubes at an additional 5 to 10
inch-1b on torque motor."

The above Item 1is signed-off as "verified no
leakage" by the General Foreman, and dated 2/18/85.
The "no leakage" means that there were no leaks
after re-expansion.

Personnel stated that many of the tubes
had to be re-rolled, that some were re-rolled as
many as 20 times, that there were so many leaks it
was difficult to tell which ones were leaking, and
that 5 to 7 days were spent on the re-rolling to
stop the leaks.

For CCSHX "C", the WP 4459 Workplan Instructions,
page 4 of 5, Step 10 states:

"Pressurize shell and check for leaks around
new tube with bubble solution. If any leaks
are found re-roll tube and check again. If
re-rolling tube does not stop leakage contact
M.M. Engineer."
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DETAILS,

continued

VI. FINDINGS, continued

B. 3, continued

The above step does not contain or provide for a
sign-off or other indication of results. The
responsible "M.M. Engineer" stated that there was
no "contact" regarding leakage for CCSHX "C".
Other personnel stated that there was essentially
no leakage or re-rolling for CCSHX "C".

For CCSHX "B", the WP 2403 Work Instructions, page
40 of 64, Step E.3, Item b reads the same as in WP
2597, above.

On October 11, 1985, a portion of the hydrostatic
testing was observed as part of this Investigation.
The pressurization was started at approximately
10:30 AM, and was at 100 psig at approximately
11:30 AM. During this time, leakage was observed
at the outlet end tube joints. The re-rolling of
two leaking joints was observed. Both joints were
re-rolled, in one step, to expand the tubes 0.001
inch greater than the prior inside diameter (i.e.,
0.689 to 0.690 and 0.690 to 0.691). The torque
motor was set at zero on the 0 to 3.0 scale. The
leakage appeared to stop as a result of the
rolling. The balance of the activity, including
the .planned pressurization to 165 psig for 10
minutes, was not observed. Personnel
stated that the re-rolling work, to stop
leakage, continued until October 16, 1985.

following findings relate to Concern IN-85-068-002

and the statement that "re-rolling...at maximum torque..
could have adversely affected tube wall thickness" on
CCSHX

IIAII :

CCSHX "C" 1is not considered to be related to this
aspect of the Concern, because there 1is no
indication that this CCSHX was subjected to the
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1.

continued

re-rolling. For CCsHX "B", re-rolling was
performed, but not to the extent for CCSHX "A". For
CCSHX "A", the concerned individual and other
personnel stated that the re-rolling was extensive,
but only for the inside or back step, at the outlet
end. .

For CCSHX "A", the WP 2597 Workplan Instructions,
page 19 of 20, Step E.3, Item b states:

"If any tube-to-tubesheet joints are leaking,
re-expand those tubes at an additional 5 to 10
inch- 1b on torque motor."

The Workplan does not contain or provide for
documentation of the previous or initial torque
(see further explanation, below) to which the "5 to
10 inch-1b" 1is to be added. Also, the Workplan
does not provide for measurement and documentation
of the inside diameter (ID) or other measurement of
tubes after "re-rolling".

Personnel indicated that the "back" inside diameter
could not be measured because the ID was larger,
after re-rolling, than the "front" inside
diameter.

For initial tube rolling (prior to leak testing),
the inside diameter (ID) of the tube is the direct
quantitative criteria used to determine the amount

of expansion required. The torque setting on the
torque motor is an indirect measurement and 1is
adjusted as needed to attain the required ID. The

required ID (after expansion ) is calculated, based
on the tubesheet hole diameter, the tube wall
thickness and an expansion factor. The expansion
factor (0.002 to 0.003 inches) represents the
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amount of expansion expected after metal-to-metal
contact. After the tube for each "check hole" 1is
expanded, the actual expanded ID is checked against
the required 1ID, and the torque is adjusted as
needed. As stated in Finding C.2, above, the
torque value for the initial tube rolling is not
recorded or documented. Personnel stated that
the torque values varied, but were in the order
of magnitude of 75 inch-pounds for the retubing
work on the CCSHX.

The concern refers to "maximum torque". ASs
indicated in Finding C.2, above, the Workplan
states that "an additional 5 to 10 inch-1b" of
torgque is to be used for re-rolling or re-expansion
of leaking joints. The concerned individual did not
provide any specific torque value, but indicated
that whatever torgque was needed to stop the
leakage was used. Other personnel indicated that
the 10 inch-1lb was the maximum additional torque
and was generally the value used. However, these
personnel stated that the initial torque, to which
the 10 . inch-1b was to be added, was not
specifically known. Other personnel stated
that re-rolling was performed at the maximum
setting (3.0 plus) or capacity of the torque motor.

The tubing manufacturer, as further identified in
Finding C.7 of this Report, recommends "5 to 10
inch pounds above the torque [be] used for the

initial rolling." The manufacturer’s publication
makes reference to ‘"approximately 50 inch
pounds" for initial rolling.
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ENDES, as further identified in Finding C.6 of this
report, specifics "a slightly higher torque to
eliminate the leak". Whether or not "5 to 10" 1is
only "slightly higher" than "75" inch-pounds (see
Finding C.3, above) is not specified, but does not
appear to be pertinent, based on the manufacturer’s
publication, above.

The Concern refers to "adversely affect tube wall

thickness". As indicated in Finding C.2, above,
the diameter (ID) of tubes is not measured or
recorded after "re-rolling". As 1indicated in
Finding C.1, above, this concern applies to only
the back "re-rolling", at the outlet tubesheet of
CCSHX "A". :

The manufacturer (Joesph Oats Corporation) of the
CCSHX and installer of the original tubes, states
in the Job Procedure JP-2301-1 that:

"A strength joint will be obtained by reducing
the tube wall 4 to 6% after metal to metal
contact of the tube 0.D. with the tubesheet
hole I.D.."

This applies to the original tube material, 90-10
CuNi (ASME SB-111-706), which has a yield strength
of 15 ksi. The replacement tubes are AL-6X (ASME
SB-676), which has a yield strength of 30 ksi. The
tubesheets are made of carbon steel (ASME A516,
Grade 70), which has a 38 ksi yield strength.

The tubing manufacturer, as further identified 1in
Finding C.7, states that "roller expanding does not
significantly reduce the tube wall thickness" and
that tubes. "may be re-rolled at a torque setting 5
to 10 inch pounds above the torque used for the
initial rolling". The manufacturer also indicates
that "excessive over-rolling can result in
distortion of the tubesheet", as opposed to the
tube wall.
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6.

Construction Specification N4M-936, for "retubing
of the Component Cooling Water Heat Exchangers" at
Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, Section 3.7.9, Revision
0 states:

"Leaking tubes shall be re-rolled at a
slightly higher torque to eliminate the leak."

Section 3.7.9, Revision 1 states:

"Leaking tubes shall be re-rolled at a
slightly higher torque to eliminate the leak.
A 3-roll expander may be used to re-roll
instead of the 5-roll expander to get a
tighter joint."

Although this Specification is for the Bellefonte
retubing work, it was provided to WBNP by ENDES
with the statement (Memorandum WBP 84 0720 058)
that : "There are other procedures in our retubing
specification which should be of wuse to you
including tube hole preparation, tube rolling,
flushing, and testing."”

The tubing manufacturer’s (Allegheny Ludlum Steel
Corporation) publication titled "A
Tube~to-Tubesheet Joint Tube Rolling Procedure for
High Yield Strength Tube Alloys" (not dated), which
is contained in Workplan 2403 (pages 53 through 55
of 64), states (as item 4):

"With light wall, high yield strength alloys,
roller expanding does not significantly reduce
the tube wall thickness, and any expansion of
the I.D. of the tube measured after rolling is
really a measurement of the expansion of the
tubesheet hole. The tubesheet hole diameter
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minus twice the wall thickness of the tube
will give the approximate diamension of the
inside diameter of the tube at metal-to-metal
contact. To this dimension, add .003" for
expansion of the tubesheet hole to provide a
tight joint. Under-expansion can be corrected
by re-rolling.

Excessive over-rolling can  result in
distortion of the tubesheet. Sometimes this
causes bowing or dishing of the tubesheet and
sometimes makes some of the tubesheet holes
egg-shaped and tends to prevent the
possibility of a tight rolled joint in those
tubesheet holes.”

Item 9, of the above publication, states:

Tubes that weep during the hydro test may be
re-rolled at a torque setting 5 to 10 inch
pounds above the torque used for the initial
rolling.

The above information 1is referenced in the
proceeding Findings for perspective as to the
manufacturer 's recommendations.

As indicated in Finding C.5, above, the required
yield strength of the tubesheet steel (38 ksi) 1is
greater than the AL-6X tube material (30 ksi). The
manufacturer s contention that it is the tubesheet
hole that expands, in 1lieu of the tube wall
compressing or elongating, does not appear to be
logical, based on the relative yield strengths.

The following excerpts are from the Standards of
Tubular Exchanger Manufcturer’s Association (TEMA),

.6th edition - 1978:
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(a)

Section 4, E-4 "Maintenance of Heat
Exchangers, subsection" E-4.4, "Tube
Expanding", states:

"A suitable roller type tube expander should
be used to tighten a leaking tube joint. Care
should be taken to insure that tubes are not
over expanded." : '

Section 12, "Recommended Good - Practice",
subsection RGP-RCB-7.5, "Tube Wall Reduction",
states: .

"The optimum tube wall reduction for an
expanded tube-to tubesheet joint depends on a
number of factors on which there is no
general correlation or accepted agreement.
Some of these are:

(1) Tube hole finish.
(2) The presence or absence of tube hole

serrations.
(3) The tube hole size and tolerance.
(4) Tubesheet ligament width and its relation

to tube diameter and thickness.

(5) Tube wall thickness.

(6) Tube hardness and change in hardness
during cold working.

(7) Tube 0.D. tolerance.

8) Type of expander used.

(9) Type of torque control or final tube
thickness control.

(10) Function of tube joint, i.e., strength in
resistance to pulling out, minimum cold
work for corrosion purposes, freedom from
leaks, ease of replacement, etc.
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(11) Length of expanded joint.
(12) Compatibility of tube and tubesheet
materials.

For this reason no simple rule can be
formulated and it 1is suggested that the
purchaser rely on the experience of the
manufacturer in this matter."

9. Based on the preceeding Findings, the actual wall
thickness of the tubes, after rolling and
re-rolling, is not known and cannot be

determined by existing data or documentation.

This indeterminate condition, specifically for the
tubes at the outlet end of CCSHX "A"™ (Unit 1),
results in a lack of assurance as to the
reliability of the actual wall thickness to

withstand the adverse mechanical, structural and
corrosive effects of operation. At a
minimum, the occurrence of leakage due to tube
wall failure, could adversely affect the
efficient - operation of the CCSHX and result
in extensive repairs.

CONCLUSIONS:

The Concerns IN-86-068-002 and IN-86-210-001, as clarified in
this report, are substantiated.

Based on the findings, the following is concluded for the
indicated Component Cooling System Heat Exchanger (CCSHX) and
the indicated tube rolling/expansion activities:
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1.

For CCSHX "A", the re-rolling or re-expansion of tubes
at the outlet end tubesheet was not adequately
controlled and documented and presents an indeterminate
condition regarding the actual tube wall thickness and
condition. Many, 1if not most, of the tubes were
re-rolled many times at a torque that far exceeds
acceptable or recommended limits. The unknown extent of
wall thickness reduction, and possible occurrence of
other defects (such as cracks) renders the quality and
ability of tubes to perform their intended function to
be indeterminate. This indeterminate condition, 1i.e.,
nonconformance or deficiency, has not been identified or
corrected by TVA, and represents significant deficiency
in design and construction which could adversely affect
the safety and reliability of operation of the Siesmic
Category I component. : '

For CCSHX "A", the back-to-front method of sequencing
the two-step tube rolling or expansion process was found
to be less effective/efficient than the front-to-back
technique wused for the other CCSHX. The use of the
back-to-front method resulted in extensive leakage and
re~rolling, which 'contributed to the indeterminate
condition addressed in Conclusion 1, above. By rolling
the back first, the ability to make measurements of
the actual inside diameter of that portion 1f the
expanded tube was precluded. Therefore, in-process
control of the initial rolling could not be maintained
in accordance with the Workplan Instructions.

For CCSHX "A" and "B", the Workplan Instructions for
re-rolling/re-expansion of tubes at an additional 5 to
10 inch -pounds, to stop leaks, are not adequate and
were not implemented. The initial torque wvalue, to
which the 5 to 10 inch-pounds was to be added, was not
identified or documented in the Workplan or otherwise
identifiable. The actual torque value used for the
re-rolling/re-expansion was not controlled or
documented.
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4.

For CCSHX "B", as a result of this investigation, the
Workplan was changed to permit the use of the
front-to-back method for the initial rolling of the

tubes at the outlet end. Some leakage and re-rolling
occurred, but was much less than that experienced on
"A". However, the re-rolling was not performed in

accordance with the Workplan instructions regarding
additional torque, as further identified in Conclusion
3, above. Although the extent and results of tube
re-expansion for CCSHX "B" is less questionable than for
"A", the failure to establish and implement adequate
Workplan Instructions represents a programmatic
deficiency, and results in a lack of documented
evidence to assure that the tubes will perform their
intended functions.

For CCSHX "C", the front-to-back method was used for the
initial tube rolling , and this resulted in essentially

no leakage or re-rolling. However, the Workplan
Instructions were found to be even more inadequate than
for "A" and "B". This inadequacy was idenified by the

NRC, and resulted in improved instructions for "A" and
"B", but principally in the area of cleanliness control.
The lack of adequate instructions for "C", specifically
in the area tube expansion, was not addressed in terms
of any remedial corrective action. Although CCSHX "C"
appears to Dbe the least questionable CCSHX, based on
personnel statements regarding the tube
rolling methods used and results attained, the lack of
documented evidence does not provide a Dbasis for
confidence that the work was properly executed.

Both supervision and engineering were aware of the
concern regarding the method of tube rolling. As a
result of this investigation, engineering changed the
method of CCSHX "B" and indicated that either method is

acceptable. The unresponsiveness on the part of
supervision and engineering, as perceived by the

concerned individuals and other personnel, resulted 1in
the concerns being expressed to ERT. -
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OBSERVATIONS:

The

folléwing are observations of conditions not

specifically identified in the Concerns, but involve the
Component Cooling System Heat Exchangers (CCSHX):

1.

There was no documented QA/QC verification or
inspection of the tube rolling/expansion activities
for the retubing of CCSHX "A", "B" or "C".

Workplans No. 2403, 2597 and 4459, for CCSHX "B",
"A" and "C" respectively, do not contain or provide
for appropriate QC holdpoints and inspections for
tube expansion and re-expansion activities.

Administrative Instruction AI-8.5, section
5.1.1.d(2), subsection E.5, states:

"Instructions for modification work which may
affect the functioning of — safety-related
equipment shall contain hold points for
inspection as appropriate in the work sequence
to insure guality and conformance with work
instructions...Guidelines for insertion of QC
holdpoints are defined in AI-7.1, Quality
Control (QC) Inspection Program."

Administrétive Instruction AI-7.1, Attachment 1,
"Establishing QC Inspection Holdpoints", Section
1.0 states:

"QC inspection holdpoints shall be established
when there is reasonable probability that an
undetected deviation could affect plant

safety. To determine when reasonable
probability for an undetected deviation
exists, factors such as post maintenance

testability and the complexity and uniqueness
of the work performed must be considered. To
affect plant safety implies that the ability
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OBSERVATIONS, continued

1,

continued

of CSSC components, structures, or systems to
meet design or performance specificiations
could be compromised. Because of the
uniqueness and variety of each work activity,
each Job will be evaluated for possible QC
holdpoints. Examples of activities and
characteristics that would or would not
normally be verified by using QC inspection
holdpoints are provided to 1illustrate the
intent of the above criteria. Exceptions to
these guidelines may be necessary in order to
address special circumstances."

The examples given in AI-7, Attachment 1, do not
appear to either specifically include- or exclude
tube expansion type activities as being subject to
QC inspection holdpoints.

The above condition 1is contrary to ANSTI
N45.2-1971, specifically, Section 1ll-Inspection,
which states (in part): "Inspection activities to

verify the quality of work shall be performed by
persons other than those who performed the activity
being inspected...Examinations, measurements, or
tests of items processed shall be performed for
each work operation where necessary to assure
quality".

Design documents for WBNP do not specify or include
appropriate quality standards for the retubing of
CCSHX IIAII, lIB" and "C" .

The Workplans (2403, 2597 and 4459) reference ECN
4936, 4937 or 4938 for the "Installation
Requirements/Specification". These ECN state:

"Change out component cooling heat exchanger A
(or B or C) tubes per FCR FS-402."
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The FCR FS-402 only states:

"Replace tubes in component cooling system
heat exchanger O-HTX-070-0001cC,
1-HTX-070-00014, and 2-HTX-070-0001B with
Al-6X as necessary."

The FCR and ECN do not specify or include any other
requirements or specifications for the
installation of replacement tubes.

The Construction Specification ©No. N4M-936 for
"Retubing of the Component Cooling Water Heat
Exchangers" at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant was not
referenced in the Workplans for WBNP. No comparable
specification was issued for the retubing work
at WBNP. - Specification N4M-936 was transmitted
to WBNP for informational use only, in
conjunction with preparing the Workplan for CCSHX
"B", however, .only portions of the specification
appear to have been used for the retubing work at
WBNP.

The above condition 1is contrary to ANSI

N45.2-1971, specifically, Section 4-Design
Control, which states (in part) : "these
measures shall include provisions to assure that
appropriate quality standards are specified and

included in design documents."

The replacement tubing (AL6X) is of 20 BWG (0.035

inches) wall thickness, whereas the original
tubing (90-10/Cu-Ni) was designed as 18 BWG (0.049
inches) wall thickness. This design change is not

identified in the design documents for the retubing
of the CCSHX at WBNP.
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Neither the FCR FS-402, nor the associated ECN's
(4936, 4937 and 4938), identify the change from 18
BWG to 20 BWG tubing. The Contract 76K35-83210
documents show 18 BWG for the original design of
the tubes. The TEMA Class "R" Heat Exchanger
standards, Table R-2.21, does not list 20 BWG as a
standard or prefereed tube gage for 3/4 inch 0.D.

tubing.
The above condition is to be contrary to ANSI
N45.2-1971, specifically, Section 4 "Design
. Control", subsection 4.1 which states (in part):
"Changes or deviations from specified design
requirements or quality standards shall be
identified, documented, and controlled."”
4. Tubesheet tube hole diameters are not within the
specified . drawing tolerance for the Component

Cooling System Heat Exchangers (CCSHX).

Contract drawing 5763, Revision 4, Contract
76K35-83210, specifies the tube holes to be 0.760
(+0.002, "~-0.004) inches diameter. Therefore, the
maximem s 0.762  miniwmam—is—8+758 inches diameter. Workplan 2403 for

CCSHX "B" contains data sheets that show tubesheet’rM

hole diameter (ID) measurements of less—Ehan—0-—+58~

0.764 . to 4 974561 inches, without identific;tiop and
// documentation of the apparent nonconforming items.

LEPLGoy P

The above condition is cohtrary to ANSI

/1&wv¢aﬂ,, N45.2-1971, specifically, Section 16, Nonconforming
4%9@@&a¢7?%@ﬂ@/ Items, which states (in part): "Nonconforming
e%?%&{;{ items shall be reviewed and accepted, rejected,

7 repaired or reworked in accordance with documented
W5 procedures." :

0.762

oRE TN
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5. - The FSAR has not been revised to show the change in
tube material, from Cu-Ni/90-10 to AL-6X, for
Component Cooling System Heat Exchangers (CCSHX)
"A", "B" and "C" at WBNP.

Engineering Change Notices (ECN) No. 4937, 4938 and
4936, dated 7/11/84, for 'CCSHX A, B, and C,
respectively, identify the need to "Revise FSAR
Section 9.2.2 to reflect Al-6X tubing". The ECN
refer to memorandum MEB 840911019, which further
identifies the changes required for section 9.2.2
of the FSAR.

As of Amendment 54, dated 1/9/85, the FSAR has not
been revised to reflect the required changes.

6. Mechanical equipment arrangement drawings show
incorrect designators (A,B,C) for the Component
Cooling Heat Exchangers identified as
1-HTX-070-001A, - 2-HTX-070-0001B and

O-HTX-070-0001C.

Drawing 47W200-4, R16, "Eguipment Plan-EL 737.0 and
EL 729.0" shows the Component Cooling Heat
Exchangers to be arranged as "A", "B" and "C", from
north to south. Drawings 47W250-4 and -8 also show
this arrangement.

It appears that the designators should read "A",
ncn and "B", from north to south, as shown on
drawings 47W464-4, R26, and 47W464-8, R21.

B. The above observations are presented in this report for
use 1in implementing additional investigation and/or
corrective action, as appropriate, by the responsible

. organization(s). %yﬂ/@//gﬂ boid. Mzﬁ 29) }%Z/ywcoé ¢

PREPARED BY: Y .\, \f\c&va\\. 1/-5-85

DATE

REVIEWED BY: %Mp{’ /é{ =, /75~ A/éﬂé/




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request Na. IN-85-068-002 3 N
- (ERT Concern No.) ({ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:_Component Cooling System Heat Exchanger Tubes
{Nomernclature, system, manuf., SN,
Model, etc.)

Description aof Problem (RAttach related documents, photos,

sketches, etc. )

Indeterm1nant tube wa11 th1ckness/cond1t1on, subsequent to undocumented/uncontrolled

re- expans1on of tubes at tube to-tube sheet JOlnts/seals, for retub1ng of component

coo11ng system heat exchanger “A” and Qoss1b1y "B" & "C", E] 737 Aux Bldg., Un1ts
1 and 2, WBNP, )

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, were it to  have
remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety
of operations of the nuclear power plant at any t1me throughout
the expected 1lifetime of the plant.

No Yes.- X If Yes, Explain:z__ Failure of tubes would adversely

affect the design function of this seismic category I component.

AND
B. This deficiency represents a sigpmificant breakdown in any
portion of the guality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No Yes X . If Yes, Explain:_Criterion XV. Failure to identify,

document and disposition noncohforming (indeterminate) items, and failure to

control and document.activities affecting quality.
OR :

C. This deficiency represents a 51qn1f1cant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for constructiom such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No Yes X _ If Yes, Explain:_ _Desian documents for the retubing

activity do not specify appropriate quality standards, and do not specify the

change from 18 BWG to 20 BWG for tube wall thickness.

OR

ERT Form M
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| TVA 84 (05-9-65)

 UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
emorandum . TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
| TO . Craven Ciowéll, Director of Information, E12A4 C-K

FROM  : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

DATE ﬁBQember 8, 1985 -

SUBJECT: REPORTS SUBMITTAL FOR "NUCLEAR SAFETY UPDATE"

Attached is one copy each of the following final reports of investiga-
tion or evaluation of employee concerns for your use, summarization,
and publication in Nuclear Safety Update. All have been reviewed and
accepted by NSRS.

Investigation Investigation

Concern No. Performed by Concern No. Performed by
EX-85-042-003 ERT
IN-85-325-006 NSRS
IN-85-439-003 NSRS

. IN-85-460~003 ERT .

TN-85-534-002 NSRS
bt 30 1o = NSRS
IN-85-671-004 - NSRS
-85-853-X0 ERT
-85-915-002 _ | NSRS

_IN-86-155-004 NSRS

Attachments

Please acknowledge receipt by signing, copying, and returning this
transmittal form to J. T. Huffstetler at E3B37 C-K.

Name Date

Repo4A:B
cc: H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K E. R. Ennis, NUC PR, WBN
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)
QTG/ERT,  CONST-WBYN - ,
e TTO O L a s D de Dnsidavla m $ha Danivn I Crvison e D! nee



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. EX-85-042-003
DATE OF PREPARATION: 11-5-85

CONCERN: Welders are being requalified on carbon plate with a carbon

backing strip. The test plate is set at 33 degreea for the test and

this one test requalifies the welder for every process he had before,
including pipe.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: ERT

FINDING(S): ASME Section IX, QW 322, Renewal of Qualification states in
part: -

"Renewal of qualification for a specific welding process
under (a or b) (Expired Qualification) '"above may be made on
a s8single test 3joint (plate or pipe) on any thickness,
position or material to reestablish the welders or welding

operators gqualification for any thickness, position or
material for the procesa for which he was previously
qualified.™

AWS D1.1, Section 5, Para 5.30, Period of Effectivenesa atatea:

“The requalification test need be made only in the 3/8" in.
(9.5 MM) thickness."”

Backing satrips were utilized in all performance qualification renewal
tests. A random review of welding procedures for backing material
requirements determined the following:

a) SM-U-1, No backing required.
B> GT11-B-1 or GT11-0-1A, No backing required.
(0] SM11-B-3, Backing required.

In the case of A&B, ASME and AWS concurs that if backing material is
not required by the WPS, it may or may not be used. This means that a
full penetration weld can be achieved with or without the use of
backing material which is not considered an essential variable.

In the case of Item C, the WPS requires backing which is an essential
variable.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) None required

CLOSURE STATEMENT: The concern as stated is substantiated in that the

statement is true. However, the 'performance qualification renewal
test" conducted is in accordance with and acceptable by the AWS/ASMe
codes. TVA‘’g8 ‘“performance gqualification renewal tests" satisfy the

ASME/AWS code requirements for qualifications which have expired.

ERT Form Q



QUALITY
P.O. BOX 600
TECHNOLOGY Sweetwater, TN

() (: COMPANY | 37874

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT ~ PAGE 1 OF 2
CONCERN NO. EX-85-042-003

CONCERN:: Welders are being requalified on carbon plate -with carbon
backing strip. The test plate is set at 33° for the test and this one
test requalifies the welder for every process he had before including

pipe.

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: W. M. Kemp, Jr.

Personnel Contacted: Confidential

Documents Reviewed:

ASME Section IX, Part QW Perforance Qualification

AWS D1.l Section 5 Qualfication (Welders)

Process Specification 1.C.2.2 (R1l) Test #SM-RQ (C) AWS
Process Specification 1.M.2.2 (R3) Test #SM-RQ (M) ASME
Process Specification 1.M.2.2 (R3) Test #GT-RQ (M) ASME

Summary of Investigation:

The review and investigation of this concern has determined that the
statement in the «concern 1s substantiated, however this is an
acceptable method for renewal of expired qualification per the ASME
and AWS codes. y

Findings:
ASME Section IX, QW 322, Renewal of Qualification states in part:

"Renewal of qualification for a specific welding process under (a
or b) (Expired Qualification) "above may be made on a single test
joint (plate or pipe) on any thickness, position or material to
reestablish the welders or welding operators qualification for any
thickness, position or material for the process for which he was
previously qualifiied.”

AWS D1.1, Section 5, Para'5.30, Period of Effecftiveness states:

"The requalification test need be made only in the 3/8" in. (9.5
MM) thickness."




ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT _ PAGE 2 OF 2

CONCERN NO. EX-85-042-003

DETAILS, continued N

Findings, continued

The following are TVA's requirements for "Performance Qualification
Renewal Test" - test coupons to be welded.

PS 1.C.2.2 (R1) AawWS D1.1 3/8" x 3" x 6" Using Backlng Strip
SMAW, RT Exam
(R3) ASME IX, 3/8" x 3" x 6" SMAW , Rt. Exam

PS 1.M.2.2
PS.1.M.2.2 (R3) ASME I, x 3/8" x 3" x 6" GTAW, Rt. Exam

Backing strips were utilized in all performance qualification renewal
tests. A random review of welding procedures for backing material

requirements determined the following:

aA) SM-U-1, No backing required.
B) GT11-B-1 or GT11-0-1A, No backing required.
C) SM11-B-3, Backing required.

In the case of A&B, ASME and AWS concurs that if backing material is
not required by the WPS, it may or may not be used. This means that a
full penetration weld can be achieved, with or without the wuse of
backing material and is not considered an essential variable.

In the case of Item C, the WPS requires backing and is an essential
variable. :
Conclusion:

The concern as stated i1s substantiated in the fact that the statement

is true. However, the "performance qualification renewal test"
conducted 1is in accordance with and acceptable by the AWS/ASME
codes. TVA’'s "performance qualification renewal tests" will satisfy

the ASME/AWS code requirements for qualifications which have expired.

. 574),
.DREPARED BY % - 224219

DATE

REVIEWED BY ﬁ%%%’ 0//5/F5

7??/% - Kevpen

“DATE




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Requeat No. _EX-85-042-008 o
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reportedd

Identification of Item Involved:__Welder Regualification __ _ ___ ____
{Nomenclature, aystem, manuf.,S5SN,
Model, etc.)

Daacription of Problem <(Attach related documentsa, photosa,

aketchea,etec.)

Welders are being requalified on carbon plate with carbon lacking

strips. The test plate is éet at 33 degrees for the test and this

one teat requalifiea the welder for every proceaa he had including

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental aheeta if necesaaary)

A. This design or conatruction deficiency, were it to have
remained uncorrected, could have affected adveraely the aafety
of operationa of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain: __
AND T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
B. Thia deficiency representa a aignificant breakdown 1in any
portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No __X Yes If Yes, Explain:

C. Thia deficiency repreaenta a aignificant deficiency in f£final
design as approved and released for conatruction auch that the
deaign does not conform to the criteria basea atated in the
asafety analyaia report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Torm M




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. Thie deficiency represents a aignificant deficiency in
conatruction of or significant damage to a atructure, ayatem or
component which will require extenaive evaluation, extenaive
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, systen,
or component to perform ita intended asafety function.

No __X__Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
OR :

* E. This deficiency represents a aignificant deviation from the
performance apecificationa “which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redeaign, or extenasive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, syétem, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ X Yesg If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED “YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by:

ERT PrOJect Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgme of receipt by NSRS

ERT Form M



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPRORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-~325-006 :

DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-28-8%5

CONCERN: Inadvertent valve operation during Unit 1 hot functional
testing, resulting in a nonradicactive water spill, would have caused a
radicactive spill had the plant beer in operation. It was expressed
that valve control and operator training have not improved since the
accident.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED ERY: TVA NSRS
( .
FINDING(S): Since Unit 1 hot furnctional testing, the WEN staff has
taken action to identify and correct problems with valve configuration
control and to improve the quality of applicable plant procedures.
Personnel have been traired in the use of the improved procedures. The
. specific instance of inadvertent valve cperatiorn was rnot identified.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) Norne required.

CLOSURE STRATEMENT: This concern was not substantiated.

. ERT Form G




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-85-325-006
(ERT Concern No.) ({ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:_VALVE CONTROL
{(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN,
Model, etc.) .
Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc.)

VALVE CONTROL_AND OPERATOR TRAINING ARE INADEGUATE FOR NUCLEAR OP—

ERATION, AS EVIDENCED BY ERRORS MADE DURING UNIT #1 TESTING PROGRAM

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessanry?

AR. This design or construction deficiency, were it to have
remained uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety
of operations of the ruclear power plant at any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
AND .

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

DP. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or
to cotherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, systen,
or component to perform its intended safety function.

No __X__Yes If Yes, Explain:

orR : :

E. This deficiency represents a gignificant deviation from the
performance specifications which will reqguire extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4R, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED “YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by@%M 365 Y 92F

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Qcknowledgmentvof receipt by NSRS

Zﬁ?ik“‘ﬂgZAZZL%EQAf Date /Q/Qﬂffr/ : Time

s

Signed

ERT Form M
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II.

BACKGROUND

NSRS has investigated employee concern IN-85-325-006 which Quality
Technology Company identified during the Watts Bar Employee Concern
Program, The concern is worded:

Inadvertent valve operation during Unit 1 hot functional
‘testing, resulting in a nonradioactive water spill, would
have caused a radioactive spill had the plant been in
operation, It was expressed that valve control and operator
training have not improved since the incident.

Additional infomration was requested from the Quality Technology Company.
None was obtained., During this investigation the specific instance of
valve operation was not identified.

SCOPE

Valve configuration control and related operator training improvement
since Unit 1 hot functional testing was determined to be the primary
concern. This concern was investigated by contacting applicable
personnel and reviewing documentation relating to valve configuration
control. NSRS reviewed reports, procedures/instructions, and training
documents that had been issued since Unit 1 hot functional testing.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based upon a review of applicable documents and interviews with
appropriate personnel, the specific findings listed below were
identified.

A. Audits and Reports

l. NRC Report 50-390/84-59, item 05, issued November 8, 1984,
identifipd that procedures which implemented system _
configuration control and independent verification were not’
clearly written and that training was inadequate for operations
personnel using the applicable procedures. 1In response to that

, item configuration control procedures were revised, and
operations personnel were trained on the revised procedures.
Upon review of the corrective action taken, the NRC closed this
item,

2. NSRS reported problems with configuratin control and independent
verification in NSRS Report R-84-15-WBN, item 03, issued
December 27, 1984, The report recommended that Operation
Section Instruction Letter (0OSL) A-2 and Administration
Instruction 2.19 be reviewed with all operations staff. This
review was completed by the Operations Section and training for
operations personnel was conducted.



Quality Audit Branch (QAB) Audit Report QWB-A-85-006, issued
March 14, 1985, discussed the audit of instructions for
establishing and maintaining system status. No deviations were
identified; however, areas for instruction improvement were
discussed with the operations staff. QAB personnel contacted
about this report stated that this area would be audited
annually for the next few years.

WBNP Procedures/Instructions

l'

2.

A review of WBN instruction OSLA-2, "Maintaining Cognizance of
Operational Status," identified that four revisions to improve
clarification and implementation had been made since Unit 1 hot
functional testing.

A review of WBN instruction AI-2.19, "Independent Varification,"
identified that three revisions were made to identify criteria
and performance provisions, clarification improvement, and to
expand coverage of the instruction after Unit 1 hot functional
testing. '

Interview Information

l.

Operations management personnel stated that problems with valve
configuration control had been brought to their attention due to
increased regulatory and audit activity in this area. The plant
operations section requested the Office of Quality Assurance
(0QA) to provide assistance in this area by working with the
plant staff to identify and resolve procedural and
inplementation problems. Procedures were revised as necessary,
and applicable training was conducted.

Operations training personnel stated that required operations
personnel had received training on the revised procedures and
further training on procedures implementation was ongoing
through shift safety meetings., NSRS reviewed the training
lesson plans and records of the training sessions which appeared
to be adequate. i

As a result of a request from the Operations Section the . Plant
Quality Assurance (PQA) organization performed a survey of valve
configuration control. Deviations were identified, and
corrective actions were initiated, as applicable. PQA personnel
informed NSRS that a followup survey of system configuration
control is scheduled for the near future.



CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion

The employee concern was not substantiated. Since Unit 1 hot functional
testing, the WBN staff had taken definite actions to identify and
correct problems with valve configuration control and to improve the
quality of applicable plant procedures., Training had been conducted for
operations personnel in the use of the improved procedures,

Additionally, future QAB audits and PQA surveys of these activities are
scheduled.

Recommendation

None.




EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-83-439-003

DATE OF PREPARATION: 11-5-85

CONCERN: Superintendents and General Foremen are over craft that they
have no experience or knowledge in. They do not know what is really
required to do a good job, and all they want to do is get the job done
in a rush. They don’t care about gquality. Example: Manager instructed
craft not to follow approved construction requirements, but instead
told craft to do only part of the specified process.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: TVA NSRS

FINDING(S): Review of the craft auperintendent’s Personal History
Record (PHR) indicated that the superintendent had more than ten years’
management experience in the craft he was supervising. In addition the
auperintendent appeared to meet the qualificstiona required by the job

description for this superintendent’s position. Examination of the
foreman’a PHR revealed that thias individual had in exceaa of thirty"
years’ experience. This experience included completion of an
apprenticeship program and subsequent employment by TVA as a

journeyman, foreman, and assistant superintendent in the craft that was
queationed by the concern. Interviewa of craft personnel involved with
the performance. of activities questioned in the concern did not
identify any incidents related to the concern. However, the interviews
did reveal that if the incidents had occurred, - the results would have
been obviocus to the final inapectors, regulting in corrective action.

‘

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) None required

CLOSURE STATEMENT: This concern was not substantiated.

ERT Form Q




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-85-439-003
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:_ SUPERVISION _____ _____
’ (Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)
Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
aketchesa,etc.)
SUPERVISION (G.F.’S, SUPT, ETC) ARE OVER CRAFTS OUTSIDE THEIR DIS-

CIPLINE.

s e s — ——— — ——— - -~ ——— . o S B T (O R i s T S S S S A T —— —— T —— ——— — — — {— . . — o — — 4 T o ——— ————— " ——

Reason for Reportability: (Uase supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explein:____ __ _ __
aND T ,
B. This deficiency represents a aignificant breakdown in any
portion of the quality aasurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appepdix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

- — . s S U et i, . e S T . A, . S St ! S o S S Tl S o o o o T, T T —— T ——————_— 1 S [ S o . T e o i
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency representas a aignificant deficiency in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, ayastem or
component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redeaign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
astated in the safety analyais report or construction permit or
to otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, systenm,
or component to perform its intended safety function.

No __X__Yes If Yea, Explain:

OR

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redegsign, or extensive repair to

eatabliah the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform ite intended safety function.
No __ X Yes If Yea, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B QR 4C QOR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "“YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by:%gﬁ___;_“ BES_ - I2F

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext. -

M‘;ﬁl ____________

ERT Projéct Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

____KMKI% ____________ Date _ (/T/PST____ Time _______

Signed

ERT Form M




TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

EMFLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-4739-005

MILESTONE 1

SUBRJECT: THRADEQUATE CRAFT SUFERVIEION

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: October 14-25, 1785

INVESTIGATOR: 1:4l¥£; ,ga?r(: ____________ -
* vl :::_‘
.IE‘WED BY:

AFFROVED BY:

Harrison

NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. [-BE-423-WEN




I1I.

BACKGROUND

The Nuclear Safsty Review Staff (NERE) investigated Emploves Concern
IN-85-4%59-003 which Ouality Technology Company (GT0) dmrti{ied during
the Watts Bar _mpnavae Concern Fr ogram. The concern was worded as

ollows.

Superintendents and General Foremen are over craft that
they have no expsrience or knowledge in. They do not
krnow what iz really reguired to do a good job, and all
they warnt to do iz get the job done in & rush. They
don®t care about guality. Example: danager instructsd
crratt nuf to follow approved construction reguiremsants,
but gad told craft to do only part of the specified

Further information was reguested from GTC regarding the particular
craft organization and the procedures that were referred to in the

concarn. These additional details were reczived by NERE from GTC.

SCOFE

A. Applicable Documentation Reviewed

1. Fersonnel History Record (FHRz) for members of the craft
arganization named in the concern.

]

@, Job descriptions for the craft superintendent and assi
superintendent.

. Frocedures governing activities of this craft.

E. Interviews were conducted with craft personnel involved with tha
performance. of activities guestioned in the concern.

SUMMAEY OF FINDINGS , ) )

Review of the craft superintendent’s FHR indicated that the
superintendent had more than ten years® management experience in the
craft he was supervising and not as & steamfitter as alleged in the
Concern. Ir addition the superintendent appearsd to meet the
qualifications required by the job description for this superintendent’s
position. Examination of +the foreman’™s PHR revealed thalt this
individual had in excess of thirty years’ experience. This experience
included completion of an apprenticeship program and subseguent
employment by TVA a3 a jouwrneyman, foreman, and aszsistant superintendent
irm the cratt that was guestionsd by the concern. Interviews of craft
personnel involved with the performance of activities questioned in the
concarn did not identifv anv incidents related to the concern. However,
the interviews did reveal that if the incidents had occcocurred, the
Fesults would have been obviocus to the final inspectors, resulting in
corrective action.




A.

The allesgation appears to be unsubstantiated for the following

FREASONS5. ‘

1. The superintendent and general foraman Fave expgriences and
Lrowledge in the craft identified by the concern. -

) * o o t e, - . P o
2 Intervisws of &

ffected cratt personnel did
details to substantiate the co

L
MCEern.




EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPODSITION RERORT

CONCERN ND. IN-85-460-003 N
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-28-85

CONCERN: A deep gouge in 4" line at the pernetration going into pipe
chase. AS lire pipe chase wall going through V or W line Aux. ERldg
Unit #1 737 elevation, 1980 or 19861.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: ERT

FINDING(S): Nornconformance report 2477R was initiated at the time the
gouge was initially reported on July 29, 1980. The gouge was repaired

and documented on a base metal repair sheet on Rugust 6, 1980. NCR was
closed on September 4, 1980.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) Nore required.

CLOSURE STATEMENT This concern was rot substantiated. Although the
ERT report stated that this corcern was considered to be substantiated,
subsequent to the issuance of the report NCR 2477R which indicated that
proper corrective action was taken to repair the gouge was located.

ERT Form G




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-85-460-003
' (ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: DAMAGED PIPE
' (Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
. Model, ete.)
Description of Problem <(RAttach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc.) ’

A _DEEP GOUGE IN 4" LINE AT THE PENETRATION GOING INTO PipE CHASE

AS LINE PIPE CHASE WALL GOING THROUGH V OR W LINE WALL, AUX BLDBG.

UNIT #1 737 ELEVATION 1980 OR 1981,

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

‘A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:

AND : 7
B. This deficiency represents a gignificant breakdown in any

portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requiremgnts»pf Appendix B.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR . .
C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the

design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:




REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

-

D. This deficiency represents a sigrnificant deficiency in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, 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 compornent to perform its intended safety function.

Ne _X__Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
OR :

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require @ extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No __X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified bxﬁi229§f7<xﬁﬁ40éi 365 §y§{>gf

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
Wt A
ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

QQA»/J/ﬁﬂ u[zv€£1»v Date AQ/(/JCT/ Time

Signed

ERT Form M
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AL COYAy
TV.A 84 {05-9-65)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

} Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

.TO . E. R. Ennis, Acting Site Diréctor, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

0CT 17 1985

‘ SUBJECT: CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSE EVALUATION ’

DATE

-~ -REPORT NO. :. IN-85-460-003

‘  SUBJECT  : _. Gouged CC Pipe '

CONCERN NO.: IN-85-460-003

i
\ ( ) ACCEPT ( ) REJECT
( X ) ACCEPT WITH COMMENT

Action taken as indicated on the NCR 2477R provides adequate documentation of
. the resolution to the cited problem. This item is closed.

Original sizned by
M. S. Kidd

K. W. Whitt

Attachment
cc (Attachment):
H. N. Culver, W12Al19 C-K -
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant -
G. Wadewitz, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

10/18/85--JTH
CC: QTC/ERT, CONST-WBN-=-for response ta employee.

0032V

Buv [7.8. Savines Bonds Reoularlv on the Pavroll Savines Plan



} i L. .
T
f", TVA 64 (0S5-0-68)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
| .To . G, Wadewitz, Proje.ct Manager, OC-WBN
| FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 Q-K WKNngniNAGCR
‘ DATE :° September 4, 1985
| P 5. . SFP 06 985
‘ ~—SUBJECT:""NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL
‘ ! : ‘ ' Nete | Distibution | toter
‘ S0 8y v [ ceo
. & C«
i Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No.  IN-85-460-003 ‘_'fi’
! ) PMS
,.,%fﬁgf?jeCt Gouged CC Pipe v
- ~‘—c No IN-85~460-003 S20
J? Uma}{ﬁﬂipmwg?cern 0. .
;1:555 associated recommendations for your action/disposition. | _RETURN TO MASTEFR £ E

:aéﬁions by _September 20, 1985 . Should you have any questions,

“%- It'is requested that you respond to this report and the attached recommen-

':~--¥pl'e}ase contact Y, R. Pickering/0. Thero at telephone 128-615-365-4464.

. ITH 'R@ébmend Reportability Determination: Yes X No.

42??/’ -~

/ Director, NSRS/Designee

ce: W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4) E. R. Ennis, WBNP
H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K OTC/ERT, WBNP

—-Copy and Reéurn4—

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K \_

From: Guenter Wadewitz, Project Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant OC

Date: September 6, 1985

\
J. W. Coan, P-104 SB-X
I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. IN-85-460-003

| Subject Gouged CC Pipe

for action/disposition.

ottt orntle, 9/6/85

Signature Guenter Wadbwitz Date

(Please copy entire page for return)

R I7 C Chasimae Rande Poavadavla me b D e




NSRS Recommendations: IN-85-460-003

(1) Q-85-460-003-01, "Gouged Inaccessible Pipe"

WBN CONST should initiate a NCR on the component cooling system pipe

identified in the report in order to obtain resolution and documenta-
tion of this issue.
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TECHNOLOGY
@ /CIC\ compaNY

P.O. BOX 600 « SWEETWATER, TN. 37874
' "ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: IN-85-460-003

CONCERN: A deep gouge in 4" line at the penetration going into pipe
chase. A5 1line pipe chase wall going through Vv or W Line
Wall Auxillary Building, Unit #1 737 elevation, 1980 or 1981.

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: William R. Pickering

In the process of removing solidified grout from Box Anchor 47A060-70-2

in late 1980 or early 1981, craftsmen inadvertently gouged a 4" (Class
q, schedule 40 carbon steel pipe of System 70, Component Cooling in the
uxillary Building Unit 1 at Elevation 7547, 11°-09" north of line "y"
and 2°-06" west of A5. The gouge caused with a pneumatic chisel tool,
occured with witnesses present and was described as being deep.

|
|
|
|
i
| Details:
|

QAPP 15 Revision 5, noncomforming materials, parts or components,
section 3 states in part; "Deficiencies in characteristics,
documentation or procedures that render the quality of an item or
activity unacceptable or indeterminate must be promptly identified,
reported and controlled to prevent inadvertent installation or use, and
corrected." ~ Contrary to this requirement a nonconformance report was
never initiated. Therefore no corrective action took place. )

The process specification 4.M.5.1 revision 2, section 2.1 states in
part..."unacceptable surface defects shall be removed by mechanical or
thermal means..." Contrary to this requirement witnesses provided
information indicating the subject gouge is present as described ‘and
the Box Anchor was refilled. ‘

Engineering and Construction personnels’ failure to follow approved

procedures and applicable codes and standards to evaluate a noted
deficiency renders the quality of the subject pipe to be indeterminate.

Conclusion: This concern is considered to be substantiated.

Basis:

1) Witnesses provided information indicating the pipe was
gouged, and the "box anchor" was refilled {grouted)
concealing the gouge.

(615)365-4414




ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT Page 2 of 2

concern No. IN-85-460-003

Details: (continued)

2) Authorization for ERT to visually inspect the condition of
the installed pipe was refused.

3) No NCR was written as required by OQAPP 15, revision 5,
identifying the nonconformance condition.
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l.

2.

3'

4.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. IN-85-460-003
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Tdentification of Item Involved: 4" ¢S Pipe,System 70, Componant Conling
(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)

Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos, sketches, etc.)

Gouge of indeterminate length, width or depth located in a 4" carbon steel

line of System 70, Componant Cooling in Unit 1 Auxilliary Building, Elevation

754', 2'06" West of "A5" and 11'09" North of "V" within box anchor 47A060-70-1

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

NO YES X If Yes, Explain: Potential pipe kuoture

[PORITEEE Y

AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any portion of
the quality assurance program conducted in accordance with the requirements
of Appendix B.

No Yes X If Yes, Explain:A nonconformance report was not-initiated

as per 10CFR50 App B Criteria 15 and 10 CFR50 App B Criteria 16

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final design as
approved and released for construction such that the design does not
conform to the criteria bases stated in the safety analysis report or
construction permit.

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



Page _2 of _2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. Tﬁis deficiency represents a significant deficiency in construction of or
significant damage to a structure, system or component which will require
extensive evaluation, extensive rede51gn, 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.

No X . Yes . If Yes, Explain:

OR

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from performance
specifications which will require extensive evaluation, extensive redesign,
or extensive repalr to establish the adequacy of the structure, system,
or component to perform its intended safety function.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain;

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY HAND-CARRY
THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

. ( "
__This Condition was Identified by: /W«’ 368> 4464

. - ERT Group Manager Phone Ext. -
L %{A S Aaikl
ERT PrOJect Managet) Phone Ext.
Acknowledgme f receipt by NSRS ' -/
C//@z N Date 8/ ;&é/ Time /75/
Signe, /7 /

ERT Form M



<4 TVA 64(05-9-63) (Goritinuous)

'UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
'o : K. W. Whi_tti Dirgctosﬁrﬂl}{ucl ear Safety Review Sta/t_'jf__,‘jgﬁs« QTK/
FROM : Guenter Wadewitz, Project Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant OC

pate  : OEP 201985

SUBJECT: WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT - REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION/EVALUATION

Attached is our revised response to employee concern number
IN-85-460-003.

L e

Guenter Wadewitz
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cc (Attachment): | SEP 7 "8
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_ CE Natesi
A i 41
L ]
) B
WOS
Co T
T ;
U TRe
o
T AR
r -

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan




Concern No. IN-85-460-003

NSRS Recommendations: WBNP OC should initiate an NCR on the component
cooling system pipe identified in the report in order to obtain resolution
and documentation of this issue.

OC Response: After a more thorough investigation of closed NCRs in RIMS, it
was revealed that a nonconformance report number 2477R was initiated at the
time the gouge was initially reported on July 29, 1980. The gouge was
repaired on a base metal repair sheet on August 6, 1980 and filed in the
QCRU vault. NCR 2477R was closed on September 4, 1980. See attached.

Principally prepared by Robert R. Kirkpatrick, extension 404.




330425 071

Civ S'0NOF CONSTRUCLTION
WBNP-QCP-1.2 _
NONCONFOHRMING CONDITION RE T ATTACHMENT Al K9

Nuclear Project: WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT unit NCR: 2477 R

ASME Gyes ONo
Area:  [JCwit [JElectnieat @ Mecnanicat  ( Instrumentation () Welding | Code Item

Q other ¢ N N/A
Activity [JRecewing (JStarage [ Fabricating (R Instaiting {0 Testing ontract No.

Type: [J Damage OFature {3 Detect [J Documentation [ Other __ Damage to pipe

Item Description: Box anchor 47A060-70-2

Field weld 1-070A-D147-2A . ra
Drave subassembly Mk# 70-CC-23Y S .
TVA Class C, ASME Class III g

Nuacantormance Description:  Subassembly received surface scratches and gouged while cutting

(taclude Aoparent Cause) box anchor 47A060-70-2 from piping. Cutting operation sheet
1-70-F-29-41 was issued for this cut. Surface scratches and gouges occurred
winile an air hammer was being used tc remove grout od 7-19-30.

Recommended Dispovtion: [ Rework O Reject &‘B\R'NV " Quwasey O other

(Check Biock & Detail Below) A basg metal repair sheet to be issued per WENP-

-
subassembly to be in accordance with necessary welding
Acton Required nt Recurrence. Sy Tr1ec

N A ,
. o Date _7-29-80

Rw« Project Organuzation (0PO): (] Yes (Mo DPO Covgination Compbct
Dnposition: &I As Recommended Otner  (Dexcrioe) Sgruficant Congition ' Jves  RlNo

Approvec by Comtruction Eng:neer:

Date :é’ /-—(q[)

&

DPO Dispesitron: (O As Recommended O Other (Descrine)

Aoproved by Devgn Project Organization:

31300311100 Inspection and Release from Noncontormmg Status:

¥ 7\:0.1. g- _2__/_',6,’():___.

Ve DNO /
é’; t ;. /’J-?_-s_»____ Date —"/ZZ /""

Reviewed and Accepted Dy:

AL Buhon: ’ SUTROMITED '
Sile ()/s Recoids File b .
Construction Engineer Tt M ?‘%h
Pinject QA Unit : - y - T
)

A——'. -.' Nucl
QA tAanager. OEDC uttur 2¢d Nuclear inspector Date

Dewgn Project Orqanizats
Auttine.zed Mudiear haspec
€18 DES NEB NLS (Sigratic ! MEDs, W5Be3 K
ONS 1ISKS (Sgmifriart N R
MEOS

Tva

10096 (CONST.10.79)




STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

0
FROM
DATE

SURJECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Robert W. Olson, Construction Engineer, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant CONmP
John E. Treadway, General Construction Superintendent, Watts Bar Nu

Plant CONST
September 3, 1980

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT - NONCONFORMING CONDITION REPORT NO. 2477R

The following action was taken to prevent recurrence on the subject non-
conferming condition report: ’

An investigation was made by craft superintendents concerning
NCR No. 2477R. Our investigaticn revealed that the space
available to do the chipping with a chipping hammer in a very
small area had made it difficult to do the wark without
possibly scratching end/cr gouging the pipe in question. We
were unable to definitely say who specifically damaged the
pipe;m,ameti:umhelduithallthea:ployeesm
massignedtodoﬁnchippingopemtimatﬂattsaa*rhnlw
Plant. In this meeting, it was brought to all emplcyees
attenticn that if the pipe is scratched ar gouges ococur, i
should be reparted to their foreman so that they ody repart
it to the appropriate engineering unit. Yo disciplinary
action is required at this time.




[REEEETE [ (O - F - A4 - A3
TVA-WBNP '
REPAIR WELD OPERATION SHEET Base METAL

‘ REPAIR  PER % , n
.VA Class C  ASME Class 3 Original Weld Number _ N CR 2477 R ‘}6 :

FWOS NA Location (M Elevation _737/Cut [JA' Repair \

: Serial Number Building Floor o
4 _ 1" 2 . o
i Pipe Size 4 X 0. 237 Drawing Number_E2879 1c 1477
: Diameter Schedule or Wall S et
Base Material Specification and Grade SA 106 B _to NA
Defects Detected By NT NDE Report NA Date ____NA
. VT,MT,PT,RT Number
Original Welding Procedure NA Repair Welding Procedure GT | \ O - lA
Special Instructions Hepare s \"caC : aQng A el Q 0 (eRropvia
and contour '

CHECK LIST OF REPAIR AND INSPECTION OPERATIONS

1. Excavation Release 5. Inspect Excavation 9. Visual (VT) . 13. Ultrasonic (UT)
2. Chipping 6. Preheat 10. Liguid Penetrant (LP) 14. PWHT
3. Grinding 7. Purge 11. Magnetic Particle (MT) 15.
4. Cutting 8. Welding Release 12. Radiographic (RT) 16.

Oprn. Procedure Hold Points Released : Remarks

No. Reference HEREE ME .| Al Field Data, Report Numbers,

%f R
| NA 5.%8¢
@2 s
) O~ v
5 ¥ {g e ¥ 3342Y
o)w
10 |ume acp 443 04 #* 3892

o] es im. 1 2db)
8 NA

9 |wave gre A3 R4

:FF 39 315

e p< P b b b |

Repair Welders £APR ' issue Slip Numbers “ lé 35
PWHT Required Yes No _¥ Site QA Approval
By: T k)
viewed for Hold Points Date

8-4-¢ : ' Final Acceptance ‘Datc&‘{ :

ME: . i-‘f"@ Engg. Supervisor —

v Y . LA e

‘A( QZ §M P/?Z)@ Auth. insp. .Y 05 ,
Snginai - ﬂécnanicai Engineer B v/ i " By ooeptyl
bst C - i L ettt
20 Comy - Q‘é.‘gﬁ,';zéﬂg'ﬂl‘.’.f“°' (ATTACH TO WELD JOINT) T T

Hard Copy -  Attach to pipe : : ST A




REPAIR WILDING GUIDE ILINES

S

Rejectable defects revealed by nondestructive examination s?all‘be re~
moved by arc gouging and/or by mechanical means. When goug%ng is used
an additional 1/32-inch of material shall be removed mechan}cally. The
area shall be dye penetrant (PT) or magnetic particle (MT) inspected. .
Zvery effort should be made to avoid the necessity for repair welding ° .-
of minor defects that can be corrected by grinding. Ca?e should also o
be exercised to remove only those defects that are required to bring':

4 - the item wilhin acceptable limits. »

L)t 4

it bt

o
2

The repair area shall be contoured to produce an excavgtion that is _
fully visible to the welder and allows access of the filler metal to gll
groove surfaces. Sidewalls of the excavation shall be sloped so they ...
have a minimum of 20° included angle with no sharp breaks in the contqgr

A B - . A

N

elding process, parameters, and cleaning r
nally sposiliczd weldling proccdure or. acge]
folloved when filling the excavation.: Thd re
Rdjacent ‘area and have no abrupt ridge
rements: of “the complete

epai
val
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o TV A ' Js4c”

Report Number

T i . .
1 ‘ ' WBNP : Page 1 of z
/ NDE SURFACE EVALUATION DATA SHEET

.’ VISUAL/MAGNETIC PARTICLE/LIQUID PENETRANT
TYPE. NDE: [;Xj Viswal ___ __ ____ Procedure  WBNP Q¢ P ¥:/3 RK
@ Liquid Penetrant _ __ __ __ _ — - Procedure WBNVP Qrp 4 /[FRYL
((JMagnetic Particle _ e = —_ _ Procedure ) .Y

LIQUID PENETRANT MAGNETIC PARTICLE

Procesa: 50///6‘"9 Lomypligre Equipmen [ Yoke O Proa[J coil
[X] Surface Temperature 60° - 125° F Equipment Idenity No.
(] other Vil ea | |Current Type
Penetration Time /_fﬁ?//‘.’,
Developing Dwell Time ity Type Magnetization
Materials Prod Spacing ——
Penetrant Lot No. /9232 Indicating Particle Color

Developer Lot No. 7 féﬂjj
Cleaner Lot No. %Mjﬁ

Number MCR_2 #77R Cut Number 7 Repair Number _L_ Acceptable [
Root 3 Cap [ Ena Prep. (J Excavation m Other a2 Rejectable [T]
Results: Vi i~p7 28D

Number Cut Number -—-_Repair Number Acceptable (-
RO Cap (] End Prep.[] Excavation ] other Rejectadble []
Results:

\1\

Weld Number cu ber __Repair Number ____ Acceptable [
Root ] Cap 3 End Prep. CJExc®wation (] Other Rejertabla ]
Results:

\\

Weld Number Cut Number  _____Repair n@bN Acceptadle [

Root [ Cap [J End Prep. (CJExcavation (] Other Wble O

Results: \
‘/&,/M/

Operator NDE Level

% M’Z -- T &~5F7
NDE Inspecto - DE Level Date




[

T T.3 (CONST-11-77)

TV A

oy AN
Report Number Q8L
WBNP

Page 1 of z

NDE SURFACE EVALUATION DATA SHEET

VISUAL/MAGNETIC PARTICLE/LIQUID PENETRANT

TYPE NDR: Visual

________________ Procedure MNF &LP J/’/a R#
Liquid Penetrent _ __ ~ - Procedure  WBWP @CP 4,13 RYL
Magnetic Particle _ _ _ - — — — _ Procedure /f/f¢‘

LIQUID PENETRANT MAGNETIC PARTICLE

Process: SON@NTMQ, Equipmerit 3 Yoke 3 Proda[=3 coil
m Surface Temperature 60° - 125° p Equipment I , ty No.
] Other ’ Current Type AC
D
Penetration Time LS# FM s
Developing Dwell Time X iy, Type Magnetization

Prod Spacing —_— \
Materials .

Penetra:t Lot No. Q?BOS)—' Indicating Particle Color

Developer Lot No. 3‘31\_,‘033
Cleaner Lot No. 7q G‘OBO

Number /VC&M_ Cut Number _A// Repair Number _ / Acceptable (=
’64%001: L J cCap [X] End Prep. (] Excavation [ Other AL/F- |Rejectable O
Results: !/TWT M/ﬁ'f)
Number . Cut Number — ___ Repair Number —_ Acceptable
Root Cap [ End Prep.[]Excavation ] other Rejectable
Results: ) . A
Weld Number Cut Numbe Repair Number Acceptable [J[ ¥
Root ] cCap [J End Prep. C)Excavation Rejectable |
'Results:
\\\
Weld Number Cut Number Repair Number Q‘kce\p’fﬁe (-
Root (7] Cap [J End Prep. (JExcavation (] Other Rejecsadle []
Results:




DIVISION OF CONSTRUCTION
WBNP-QCP-1.2

or NONCONFORMING COMDITION RE_PORT ATTACHMENT Al R9
r -
| 1. Nuciear Project: WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT Unit 1 NCR: 2477 R
— ASME X Yes (ONo
. 2, Area:  [Jcivik [ Etectrical (@ Mechanical  (J Instrumentation (C) Welding | Code item
'- . (0 other '
- 3. Activity [ Receiving [JStorage [ Fabricating  [X Installing [ Testing Contract No. N/A
t 4. Type: [J)Damage (JFailure  [J Defect [J Documentation [J Otner __Damage to pipe
5. item Description:  Box anchor 47A060-70-2
f‘i Field weld 1-070A-D147-2A . ,
2 Dravo subassembly Mk# 70-CC-239 {%
- TVA Class C,.ASME Class III ES) E g
g; 6. Nonconformance Description: Subassembly received surface scratches and gouged while cutting
& (Include Apparent Cause) box anchor 47A060-70-2 from piping. Cutting operation sheet
= . 1-70-F-29-41 was issued for this cut. Surface scratches and gouges occurred :
E while an air hammer was being used to remove grout or 7-19-80. o :
% Recommended Disposition:  [JRework O Reject ’f‘q(mE\Repalr O use-As-Is O Other

e
RASES

1% it

I

AT

e o
i o R

. LA

(URIHVEREEE b 24

- I
il

gl

v P54
NG LT e
K a

B

NCR Initiator: James T. Dennis /_ Date ___71-29-80 .

q

(Check Block & Detail Below) A Jbase metal repair sheet to be issued per WBNP-

L AN =)
subassembly to be r in accordance with necessary welding rocedures.
Action Required to Prevent Recurrence:3573{¢C

Craft supervision to investigate the circumstances of this n
and provide training/discipline as necessary.

e

A\
co umancn y
L Nt 22T 1‘-‘; \

AUGO4198O

7. Reterred to Design Project Organization (DPO):  [JYes [3¥No DPO Coordination Contact :
Disposition: &I As Recommended } Other (Describe) Significant Condition [J Yes &No .
Approved by Construction%ngineer: Date - /“gd '

_ 8. DPO D:i:position: {J As Recommended ' (0 Other (Describe)

“pproved by Design Project Organization: — Date
9, Disposition Inspection and Release from Nonconforming Status: D Yes DNo
Inspected by: ' Date
10. Action Required to Prevent Recurrence Complete: O ves OnNo i T -
\'erified by Construction Engineer: Date

S

Distribution

o Dispositign Reviewed and Accepted By:
Site QA Records File ) - '
Construction Engineer - %]&r’% ?‘ 5/"”

Praject QA Unit Authorized Nuclear Inspector Date

QA Manager, QEDC

Design Project Qrganization {Items for his action only)
Authinrized Nuclear Inspector (Code items only)

EN DES NEB-NLS (Significant NCR's only)

OHS NSKS (Signilic
MEDS (Significant NCR's only)

TYa 10006 (CHNST.10.79)




EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-534-002 Page 1 of 2
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-28-85

CONCERN: Fire protection lines do not meet NFPA Code, both units. Some
supply lines are 1/28", which is too small. Example: Laocated in fresh

air handling room Rux Bldg Unit 1. 30 from air lock to Reactor Bldg,
on left, 713’ elevation.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: TVR NSRS

FINDING(S): The specific example given in the concern was investigated

for validity. No 1/2-inch fire protection piping was found. However,
two 1/8~-inch pipes were fournd which were painted white (the same coalor
as all of the sprinkler system lines). These two pipes were not fire

protection lines; one was for contrcl air and the other for service
air,

In discussion with Preoperational Testing persormel, it was determined
that in accordance with design drawings, no 1/2-irch lines are in the
sprinkler system other than lires to trim packages on delupge valves and
possibly a few drain lines. None of these lines could be considered as
"supply" lines, and all are in accordance with the NFPA code.

Precperational Testing has performed flow-rate tests for both Unit 1
and 2 sprinkler systems. RAll tests indicated adequate flow rates. If
1/2-ivch pipe was installed on the supply side of any part of the

sprinkler system, the flow-rate tests would have revealed the rate to
be unacceptably low.

Office of Engirneering (OE) personnel have performed three separate
walkdowns of the Unit 1 and 2 sprinkler systems. These inspections
were accomplished in approximately late 1983, mid—-1984, and late 1984
through mid-1985. These walkdowns irncluded checking for improper sized
piping such as that discussed in the employee concern.

Office of Construction (0OC) Mechanical Quality Control group and
Welding Quality Cortrol grcocup both performed inspections of the Units 1

and & sprinkler systems. Both groups checked for piping size adherence
to design drawings. :




.’ CONCERN NO. IN-85-534-002 2

EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

[1k]

Page & of
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-£8-8%5

FINDING(S) CONT.

OC's Quality Assurance group alsc performed verification activities of
the fire protection system. Some of these verification activities
included verifying proper sizing of piping.

Nuclear Mutual Limited is WBN’s praperty insurer. In this capacity,
the company employs fire inspectors who perform pericdic inspections at
WBN, Two such ingpectiors have been performed to date. These

inspections include checking for problem areas such as undersized
piping in the sprinkler systems.

N 1/2-inch piping was found improperly located in any of the Unit 1
and 2 systems through any of the above inspections, walkdowns, or
tests.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) Nore required.

CLOSURE STRATEMENT: This corcern was not substantiated.

ERT Form @




2.

3.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-85-534—002 _
(ERT Concern No.) {ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: SPRINKLER SYSTEM
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)

Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches, ete.)

1/2" PIPE W/SPRINKLER IS UTILIZED IN AUXILIARY BUILDING FIRE PROT-

ECTION — THIS IS AGAINST NFPA.

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental éheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M




’ REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

\ D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiercy in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or constructiorn permit or
to otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, system,
or componernt to perform its intended safety furnction.

No __X__Yes ___ If Yes, Explain:
OR

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.

.’ No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED “YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND—-CARRY THIS REGUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by: %%Mg B Fu>¥
) ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
- . /
ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

/égiMJML éﬁy\jZligﬁlvv Date /é/k/iyg// Timé

Signed

ERT Form M




TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-85-454-WEN
EMFLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-534-002

MILESTONE =

SUBJECT: FIRE FROTECTION LINES DO NOT MEET NFFA CODE

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: October 4-16, 1983

INVESTIGATDOR: é) &a ’ES.L¢F<>L

‘l{EwED BY Lk, 4./4_( =
AFFROVED BY:

F. B. Borde



II.

III.

BACEGROUND

A corcern was received by Guwality Technology Company Emploves Response
Team that ztated:

Fire protection lines do not meet NFFA Code, both
units. Some supply lines are 1/2", which 18 too
gmall. Fxample: Located in fresh air handling room*
Aux Bldg Unit 1. 307 from air lock to Reactor Eldag,
on left, 713" elevation.

SCOFE

A personal inspection was made of the concerned area, applicable codes
were reviewed, interviews were conducted with cognizant personnel, and
as—-constructed design drawings were reviewed in order to evaluate the

concern of record.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. Applicable Requirements and Commitments
1. Codes and Standards Requirementsv

A. 1Q0CFRED. 48, Fire Frotection

-

b. 10CFRS0, Appendix A, Criterion 3, Fire Frotection
. 1OCFRE0D. Appendix R, Fire Frotection

4. FSAR, Faragraph 9.5.1.1, Criterion 8 (includes NFFA Codes by
Reference) ' ‘

2 The sprinkler system was designed in compliance with Mational
Fire Codes Specification NFFA 13, Standard for the Installation
of Sprinkler Systems, 1976 Edition.

E. Findings

1. The specific example given in the concern was investigated for
validity. No 1/Z-inch fire protection piping was found.
However, two 1/2-inch pipes were found which were painted white
(the same color as all of the sprinkler system lines). These
two pipes were not fire protection lines; one was for control
air and the other for service air.

2. In discussion with Freoperational Testing personnel, it was
determined that in accordance with design drawings, no 1/2-inch
lines are in the sprinkler system other than lines to trim
packages on deludge valves and possibly a few drain lines. None
of these lines could be considered as "supply" lines, and all
are in accordance with the NFFA code.

Freoperational Testing has also performed flow-rate tests for
both Unit 1 and 2 sprinkler systems. All tests indicated
adequate flow rates. If 1/2-inch pipe was installed on the
supply side of any part of the sprinkler system, the flow-rate
tests would have revealed the rate to be unacceptably low.




Iv.

DfFfice of Engineering (0E) personnel have performed three
separate walkdowns of the Unit 1 and & sprinkler systems. These
inspections were accomplished 1in approximately late 1983,
mid-1984, and late 1984 through mid-1985. These walkdowns
irncluded checking for improper sized piping such as that
discussed in the employee concern.

T

~

4. ffice of Construction®s (0C) Mechanical Guality Control group
and Welding Guality Control group both performed inspections of
the Units 1 and 2 sprinkler systems. Both groups checked for
piping size adherence to desiagn drawings.

5. 0C's Guality Assurance group also performed verification
activities of the fire protection system. Some of these
verification activities included verifving proper sizing of
piping.

&. Muclear Mutual Limited is WBN s property insursr. Im this
capacity, the company employs fire inspectors who perform
pericdic inspections at WBN. Two such inspections have been
performed to date. These inspections include checking for
problem areas such as undersized piping in the sprinkler systems.

No 1/2-inch piping was found improperly located in any of the Unit 1
cand 2 systems throuagh any of the above inspections, walkdowns, or
tests.

CONCILUSIONE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The concern was not substantiated. The specific example of noncompliance
given in the concern was not found. In addition, due to all of the
numerous inspections, walkdowns, and other verification activities
performed on the WBN sprinkler systems for Units 1 and &, the existance
of norncompliant 1/Z-inch sprinkler supply lines &at WEN is extremely
unlikely. It is therefore concluded that this pFoblem does not exist,
and all fire protection lines meet the NFFA code.

Recommendations



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-581-002 . Page 1 of 2
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-28-85

CONCERN: Welders which were rot qualified as Electricians were used to
terminate electrical cables. This was done on day shift at Senior
Marnager?’s (known) direction in the Aux Bldg ~- to -~ intake pump
structure underground ducts. (Circa 1979, Construction)

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED RBY: TVA NSRS

FINDING(S): During the middle to late 70s the WEN electrical sectior
utilized welders to weld conduit and cable tray supports. This was
done prior to the adequate availability of electrician welders; i.e.,
those wha are qualifed to perform both welding and electrician work.
The concern of record alleges that at least some of these welders whao

were not qualified as electricians were directed by higher management

ta terminate cables. Therefore, the possibility of impraoper
termination of CB8SC cables and a resultant safety corncern exists.
During the investigation, NSRS attempted to identify the specific
questicnable cable terminations irnvolved based on the information in
the stated concerrn. The exact cable terminations, however, could not

be identifed from among potentially several hurdred with the limited
information given.

Toe help determine if a problem actually existed and, if applicable, its
frequency of recccurrence, NSRS inteviewed several electrical section

persornnel who worked at WEN in 1379, the general timeframe of the
identifed problem. ’




EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-581-002 Page 2 OF &
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-28-85

FINDING(S) CONT.

Except for very few iscolated instances, the interviewees stated that
they had not observed anyone performing electrician activities, such am
terminating cable, other than electricians during the stated time

periad. Since these few instances did occur, however, NSRS reviewed
the inspection process to determine the degree of assurance that any
improper termination would have beer corrected. After reviewing the

inspection process and the inspection procedure in effect at the time
of the identified problem (WENP-QCP-3.6, R7-R11), it was Judged that if
CSSC cable was initially improperly terminated, the electrical
engireering unit imgpectors would have inspected, identified, and bhad
corrected ' any cable termination ancmaly. The WEBN cable termination
inspection process included: having an electrician disconrnect each
wire, checking for continuity, shorts, and grounds; checking for

adequate orimping; verifying proper location of each wire; and thenr
having the wires reterminated by an electriciarn.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) None required.

CL.OSURE STATEMENT : The concern” apﬁeared fo be substantiatéd.
Interviews with craft personnel indicated the specific concern of
record  could have occurrved. There is a high degree of assurarce,

however, that if it had cccurred, the frequerncy of occcurrence would
have been small and electrical quality control inspections would have
both found and corrected any iradequate termination(s).

ERT Form Q




n

“ﬁ
ﬁl

FINAL

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. IN-85-581-00Z
(ERT Concern No.) _ {ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:_CAEBLE TERMINATION
{(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, ete.)

Description of Problem (Rttach related documents, photos,

‘sketches, etce.)
- WELDERS WHO WERE NOT QUALIFIED AS ELECTRICIANS WERE USED TO TERM-—

R EEmamR e L e AL~ — AL AR LA LA AL L R1 TR AT SUNNE ST AT ASE—

INARTE ELECTRICAL CABLES.

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

AR. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordancefwith the requirements of Appendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in
caonstruction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, 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, systen,
or component to perform its intended safety function.

No __X__Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR |

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified byé:;;%ggaélxg;uxiz S65- <>

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
- 2 . /
ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

!(EAI***L %2 5::fgjh:;g Date 49/2?<Pf;’ Time

Signed

ERT Form M




TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
MUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF N
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT MNO. I-83-445-WBEN
EMFLOYEE CONCERM IN-85-581-002

MILESTONE 1

SUBJECT: WELDERS TERMINATING ELECTRICAL CARLE

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: September 27-October 4, 1985

LEAD INVESTIGATOR: _Q‘_é_a*g__gd,:gﬁ__m_;_;*, | j?_[l_l/@f

F. R. Bevil Date
.ksncamoa: _/9/_/_71?5'
Date
REVIEWED EY: Z§Zéé (28
DAte
AFFROVED EY: Lz
DAL

FINAL




i ‘ BACEGROUND

NGRS hasz investigated the following employee concern which was
identified to Quality Technology Company (GTC) duwring the WEN emplovee
Cconcern program.

Welders which were not gualified as Electricians were
used to terminate electrical cabl_,. This was done
on day shift at Sesnicr Manager’ {(nown) direction

in the Aux EBldg - to - intake pump structure under-—
around ducts. (Circa 1979, Construction)

11. SCOFRE
NERS reviewsd plant records and interviewed plant personnel to determine
if any evidence exists to indicate that nonelectrician welders have
terminated cables. 1f applicable., a determination was made as to
whether this zituation could have caused a safety problem.

I111. SUMMARY DOF FINDINGS
A. Applicable Reguirements and Commitments
concern was WENF-QCF-3%.6, "Electrical and Instrumentation Eguipment

Installation, Standard Tests, Inspections, and Documentation," R7,
5/50/78: RE, 2/2E/793 RS, T/8/793 R10, ©/2I/79: and, R11, 8/10/79.

‘ The applicable procedure in effect at the time of the identified

B. Findings

1. During the middle to late 70s the WEM electrical section
utilized welders to weld conduit and cable tray supports. This
was done prior to the adequate availability of electrician
weldersy; i.e., those who are qualified to perform both welding
and electrician work. The concern of record alleges that at
least some of these welders who were not gqualified as
electricians were directed by higher management to terminate
cables. Therefore, the possibility of improper termination of
0SS0 cables and a resultant safety concern exists. During the
investigation, NSRS attempted to identify the specific
guestionable cable terminations involved based on the
infarmation in the stated concern. The exact cable
terminations., however, could not be identified from among
potentially several hundred with the limited information given.

2. To help determine if a problem actually existed and, if
applicable, its frequency of reoccurrence, NSRS interviewed
several electrical section personnel who worked at WEN in 19779,
the general timeframe of the identified problem.




iv.

wcept for very few isolated instances, the interviewees stated
that they had not observed anyone performing electrician
activities, such as terminating cable, other than electricians
during the stated time period. Since these few instances did
pcour. however, NSRS reviewed the inspection process to
determine the degree of assurance that any improper termination
would have been corrected. After reviewing the inspection
process and the inspection procedure in effect at “the time of
the identified problem (WEBNF-QCF-Z.6, R7-R11), it was judged
that if CSSC cable was initially improperly terminated, the
electrical engineering unit inspectors would have inspected,
identified., and had corrected any cable termination anomaly.
The WEN cable termination inspection process included: having
an electrician disconnect each wire, checking for continuity,
shorts, and grounds: checking for adequate crimping; verifying
proper location of each wire; and then having the wires
reterminated by an electrician.

4. PBased on personnel discussion, there did not appear to be any
NCRs or MRC findings on the specific subject concern.

Note: During the investigation it was also noted that TVA recently
developed & craft position within the electrical section entitled

sub journeyman. Flant personnel in these "helper” positions, it was
found, terminate cable and perform other slectrician work at times,
although they are not classified as gualified electricians. Nao
Comstruction GA procedures or instructions appeared to exist which
govern what safety-related activities should not be performed by these
unqualified personnel in these positions. The only document available
which describes the duties of a subjournevman is in a job description in
the Division of Construction Folicy Manuwal. This document describes
only vague, gensral duties for the subjourneyman positions and the
document is not a QA procedure or instruction.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The concern appeared to be substantiated. As stated previously.
interviews with craft personnel indicated the specific concern of record
could have occured. There is a high degree of assurance, however, that
if it had occured, the frequency of occurrence would have been small and
electrical guality control inspections would have both found and
corrected any inadequate termination(s).

Recommendations

No action is reguired concerning the specific concern of records
however, the recommendations are proposed relative to worl performed by
sub journevmen and are addressed in NSRS Report IN-85-130~-001.



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-671-004 ;
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-29-85

CONCERN: Welds (structwral) in North & South valve rooms in Aux EBldg
Unit 1 were rejected by RT but after rework/repair were finally
accepted by VT, instead of RT., This practice cccurrved in Jurne 1985.
Location: col. line 1 & C, 6 & C or E, Unit 1.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: TVA NSRS

FINDING(S8): No evidence could be found of any RT being performed on any
of the structural welds in the valve rooms. UT was performed on
certain structural welds in congunction with the investigation of an
NCR, but was not required by caodes or specifications. A possible basis

. of the corncern could have been UT, had the corcerned individual
mistaken UT for RT.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) Nore required

CLOSURE STATEMENT 3 This concern was not substantiated. There was no
evidence that structural welds in the valve rooms were rejected by RT.

.’ ERT Form @




REQUEST FOR REPORTRABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. IN-85-671-004
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: _STRUCTURAL WELDS
(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN,
Model, etec.)
Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc.)

STRUCTURAL WELDS REJECTED RY RT, AFTER REPAIR/REWORK ACCEPTED RY

VT.

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

AR. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explains:
AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance program corducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiercy in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria arnd bases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or
to otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, systenm,
or compornent to perform its intended safety furnction.

No __X__Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:
OR |

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function. :
No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND—-CARRY THIS RERUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified byc.//}/%g@aﬁ BES 5

ERT G;oup Manéger Phone Ext.

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

ZéaxAA*»ngﬁlpypu\ v Date 4!2?§P<T Time

Signed M s

ERT Form M




SUBJECT:

!l ! IEWED BY:

AFFROVED RY:

DATES OF INVESTIGQTION;”*éthber 1-17, 1785

INVESTIGATOR:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-85-499-WEN
EMFLOYEE CONCERN IN-835-671-004

MILESTONE =

WELDING INSFECTION

. C Catlin Date

Zaiy 7

F. B. Border

A. Harrison




BACEGROUND

An investigation was conducted to determine the validity of an employes
concern received by Buality Technology Company (GTC) on August 22,

1985. The concern was in regard to structural welds in Unit 1 auxiliary
building. t was alleged that certain welds were rejected following
radiographic examination (RT). It was further alleged that these zame
welds were subsequently reworked/repaired and later accepted by visual
puamination (VT) but without further examination by RT. The location
was defined as in north and south valve rooms, column line 1 and C, &6
and C (or £), on Unit 1. The practice occurred during June 1985,

SCOFE

The original scope of the investigation was to include identification of
the gquestioned welds, review of weld records and inspection reports,
review of inspectors’ certifications in the forms of nondestructive
examinations (NDE) required, identification of applicable specifications
and proceduress, and verification of the cbservation noted in the
cancern. Howevar, the scope was modified dwing the process of the
investigation because some of the findings indicated that some
redefinition of the problem was reqguired.

The revised ECDDé of the investigatidn included identification of the
method of NDE actually conducted, the reason for conducting this 'NDE,

inspection and/or NDE reguirements for the auestioned welds, and
ancillary events leading up to the statement of this concern.

SUMMARY OF FINDIMNGS
A, Regquirements and Commitments

i. Codes and Standards Reguirements (in effect at the time of
design and construction)

a. 10CFRE0.55a Faragraph (a) (1) Structures

b. American Welding Society - Structural Welding Code-
AWS D1.1 - 1975 )

c. Guality Assurance Topical Report TR7Z3-1A RE8, Faragraph
17.1.10, Inspection

d. American Society for Nondestructive Testing ENT-TC-1A (1975
and 1780) '

2. Frocedures Reguirements

a. 0G-29C Frocess Specification 0.C.1.1, Welding of Structures,
Faragraphs &.7 and 8.6

b, G-29C Frocess Specification Z.C.5.2 (RZ), Visual Examination
of Welds

c. G-79C Process Specification Z.C.3.4, Final Visual Weld
Examination at WBNF

d. 6-2Z9C Frocess Specification 2.C.5.5, Visual Examination of
Welds




Findings

1-

a
]

& a

Both the AWS Code and the G-Z2%C Frocess Specification required
visual inspection only for structural welds unless otherwise
required by drawing or specification.

There were no additional reguirements other tham visual for any
of the structural welds in the valve rooms.

The AWS Code stated that any repaired or replaced weld shall be
retested by the method originally used.

Mo evidence could be found that any RT had been performed on any
of these structural welds.

Norncompliance Report (NCR) 4757 had been written covering some
of the welds in the valve rooms. This NCR states:

Structuwal steel in main steam valve rooms
shown orn the ENM DES drawings series 48W1707

and 48W1708 (excluding protective devices).

The quality of welding is not in strict com-—
pliance with drawing and specification reguire—
ments. This structural steel has minor discre-
pancies which deal with joint and weld configu~
ration. Welding was previously accepted but
not inspected with strict adherence to visual
inspection reguirements of GZ9-C.

During the process of investigating NCR 47353, Construction
fluality Control used ultrasonic examinations (UT) on some of the
structural welds in the valve rooms to determine the
configuration of these welds. They were made in an earlier
timeframe, probably during 1984 in Unit 1.

Welds which Construction QC examined by UT were ground smooth,
and all weld spatter and other surface irregularities were
remaved by grinding prior to performing the UT. Inspection
stamps showing prior VT were also removed.

It was decided to repair some of these welds. After the repairs
were made, inspection was made by VT. Welds were stamped with a
new inspection stamp showing VT acceptance.

Inspection by VT after repairs complies with the réquirements
aof G-29C F3 Z.C.5.2, RZ.




.’. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A.

K.

Conclusions

1_-

Pecause no evidence could be found of any RT being performed on
any of the structural welds in the valve rooms, the allegation
as stated could not be substantiated. ¥

The UT which was performed on certain structural welds in the
valve rooms was conducted in conjunction with the investigation
of an NCR. It was not required by codes or specifications.

Assuming that the concerned individual mistook UT for RT, the
allegation as restated with UT substituted for RT, and in an
earlier time period, could be substantiated.

Even though the allegation could be substantiated, there was no
viplation of codes or procedures.

Fecommendations

Mone.



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-853-X0&
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-29-895

CONCERN: Manager tells workers to do things that are not according to

procedures.

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: ERT

FINDING(S) & At the initial interview the CIl stated that a valve had
been accidentently dropped and damaged because a repair shop crane
malfurnctioned. The manager (name Kriown) asked the craftsmen to install
the damaged valve in the IPS. The Nuc Power organization was contacted
and were questioned as to whether or not they were aware of any
situations in which the CI described. Nuc Power provided a copy of a
Maintenance Request (#A-529287) which identified valve #2-FCV-67-22B as

requiring repair due to the valve being dropped. This valve number was
verified by the CI.

Valve #2-FCV-67-22B was installed in the Intake Pumping Station, which
started leaking and eroded at’' the seat and ring Jgeints. A Maintemnance
Request (MR) was written to repair the valve. The craftsmen (name
krown) were maving the valve after the repair had been completed, from
the west end of the machine shop, (elev. 713') to a truck located at
the east and of the shop (elev. 729'). The valve was lifted by a crane
approximately 6'-0" to 12 off the floor. When they reached the east
end of the shop, a craftsman noticed that the cable of the crane seemed
tco be frayed at the drum. The foreman (name known) attempted to lower
the load, but it fell down to the floor. The valve was damaged and was
unable to be installed. Arcther Maintenance Request (MR) #A-529287,
was generated by the Mechanical QC Inspector to repair the valve per
the MR instructiorns and the specification. It was verified during the
investigation, that the crare was cperated by orne of the pipefitters,
who was not authorized and/or properly trained. to operate the’ crane.
After this incident, a memo was issued stating the proper training
required of the craftsmen to coperate such equipment. It was also
verified by interviewing other craftsmen that the G.F. (name known) did
not ask the crew to fit the damaged valve into the IPS, but the valve

was evaluated by the Engineer and was repaired and inspected to the
required specifications.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) None required

CLOSURE STATEMENT: This concern was not substantiated.

ERT Form @




A

QUALITY ' P.0O. BOX 600

TECHNOLOGY Sweetwater, TN
.) QlC\ company Arva
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT , PAGE 1 OF 2

CONCERN NO: IN-85-853-X02
CONCERN: Manager (name known) tells workers (known) to do things

that are not according to TVA procedures.

INVESTIGATION _
PERFORMED BY: Rana L. Ahmed

DETAILS

Personnel Contacted: Confidential

‘ Documents Reviewed:

Mechanical Maintenance Procedure - Cranes, Hoists, Operating
Training. :

(1) MSL.5.5 Cranes, hoist, operating training.

(2) AI-6.4 Cranes, hoists, riggings, equipment and

control of heavy load.
(3) HCI-M7 Hazard Control. Instruction

. (4) DNP-2-84 Maintenance Request Form

Summary of Investigation

This concern 1s not substantiated. The documents that were
reviewed during this investigation, revealed that the proper
corrective action was taken to resolve the concern. "This concern

was investigated from September 25, 1985 to October 1, 1985.

Findings: ,

At the initial interview the CI stated that a wvalve had been

accidently dropped and damaged because a repair shop crane
.} malfunctioned. The manager (name known) asked the craftsmen to



.’ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 2

CONCERN NO: IN-85-853-X02

DETAILS, continued ' -
Findings:

install the damaged valve in the IPS. The Nuc Power organization
was contacted and were questioned as to whether or not they were
aware of any situations in which the CI described. Nuc Power
provided a copy of a Maintenance Request (#A-529287) which
identified valve #2-FCV-67-22B as requiring repair due to the
valve being dropped. This valve number was verified by the CI.

Valve #2-FCV-67-22B was installed in the Intake Pumping Station,
which started leaking and eroded at the seat and ring joints. a
Maintenance Request (MR) was written to repair the valve. The
craftsmen (name known) were moving the valve after the repair had

been completed, from the west end of the machine shop, (elev.
713°) to a truck located at the east end of the shop (elev.
7297). The valve was lifted by a crane approximately 6°-0" to

craftsman noticed that the cable of the crane seemed to be frayed
at the drum. The foreman (name known) attempted to lower the load,
but it fell down to the floor. The valve was damaged and was
unable to be installed. Another Maintenance Request
(MR)#A-529287, was generated by the Mechanical QC Inspector to
repair the valve per the MR instructions and the specification.
It was verified during the investigation, that the c¢rane was
operated by one of the pipefitters, who was not authorized and/or
properly trained to operate the crane. After this incident, a
memo was issued’ stating the proper training required of the
craftsmen to operate such equipment. It was also verified by
interviewing other craftsmen that the G.F. (Name known) did not
ask the crew to fit the damaged valve into the IPS, but the valve
was evaluated by the Engineer and was repaired and inspected to
the required specifications.

‘ 12 ‘off the floor. When they reached the east end of the shop, a

Conclusion:

This concern is not substantiated because the corrective action
had been taken, and management did not direct his workers to

violate the procedures.
7 C,@fif ez
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATTON

1. Request No. __ iN-85-853-X02
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Involved: Mechanical Maintenance
(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)

A3

3. Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos, sketches, etc.)

Management tells workers to do things that are not according

to TVA procedures.

4, Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, were it to have remained
uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of operatioms
of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout the expected
lifetime of the plant.

NO X YES If Yes, Explain:

AND
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any portion of
the quality assurance program conducted in accordance with the requirements

of Appendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain: - . )

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final design as
approved and released for construction such that the design does not
conform to the criteria bases stated in the safety analysis report or
construction permit.

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION ' L

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in construction of. or
significant damage to a structure, system or component which will require
_extensive evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to meet the
criteria and bases stated in the safety analysis report or comstruction
permit or to otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, system,
or component to perform its intended safety function. , o

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

E. This deficilency represents a significant deviation from performance
specifications which will require extensive evaluation, extensive redesign,
or extensive repair to establish the adequacy of the structure, system,
or component to perform its intended safety functionm.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain;

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY HAND-CARRY
THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

OB S i
This Condition was Identified by: 365\’ ‘/946(/

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext. -
A\ .

OB e fr . 365444,

ERT Project Managel Phone Ext./

Ay me f receipt by NSRS ‘ ’ .
2 Date }O/'//A@/ Time /Z/Zg

51%1

ERT Form M




EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-85-915-00& i
DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-29-85

CONCERN: TVA requires drawing transmittals being returned to DCU to
have the superseded drawing corners (containing title, number, etc)
attached. Why does DCU no longer verify these corners to be correct?

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: TVA NSRS

FINDING(S) & An early revision of the controlling procedure,
WBN-QCI~1.01, Revision 4, dated June 14, 1982, specified that Drawing
Control Unit personnel were to review ". . . that the required title
blocks of the superseded drawirgs . . « have been returned." This
requirement for verifying correctress of returned title blocks was
deleted at Revision § dated September 1982. Revision 15 dated October

9, 1985 deleted the requirement for return of the title blocks by
"document holders.

Verification of drawing control is accomplished in three ways: (1)
document holders pericdically receive a list of controlled documents
assigned to them and are required by procedure WEBN-QCI-1.01~1,
"Document Control Sampling,” to ensure that the documents held are as
shown by the issuing unit records; (2) DCU periodically samples
holders of controlled documents to ensure that the documents held are
as shown by the issuing unit records;  and, (3) Quality Assurance

performs document control audits which include verifications of drawing
- econtrols at work stations.

CORRECTIVE ACTION(S) None reguired

CLOSURE STATEMENT: This concerrn was not substantiated. The previous
title block verification has been replaced with other cortrols.

ERT Form Q



3.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-835-915-002
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: DRAWING CONTROL
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)
Description of Problem (Attach related  documents, photos,
sketches, etc.)

VA REQUIRES DRAWING TRANSMITTALS BE RETURNED TO DCU TO HAVE

CORNERS ATTACHED. WHY ARE THESE CORNERS NO LONGER VERIFIED AS

BEING CORRECT?

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _____ If Yes, Explain:

AND ,
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any

portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.

No __X__ Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR A

€C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No __X__ Yes _ If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M




REGUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, externsive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or
te otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, system,
or caomponent to perform its intended safety furnction.

No X__VYes If Yes, Explain:

OR ,

E. This deficiency represents a sighificant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

IF ITEM 4R, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

_ . ’
This Condition was Identified byzg_/ﬂe{?/ B6T Ay d

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext. -
- . /
Wt A
ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

/(%iAAA4/ t%? EUV%QLxA Date. A?4QQ?5;' Time

Signed o
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF . N
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-B5-438-WBN
EMFLOYEE CONCERN IN-835-215-002

MILESTONE 6

SURJECT: DRAWING CONTROL

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: October 1-7, 1783

INVESTIGATOR: ww tM\q_ | it les

v e omae Soaes bosnd e aent St i AR tede ohisd Seims matn o Wesas mate shine tanns saffs dmsn Sy begme vense mete wae oo e s ot b et tmae

J. J. Enightly Date
‘ENED EY: 22_4 = 22 /J,[@C
F. B. Border Date

AFFROVED BY:

| I oo o

. Harrison Date

FINAL



II.

I11I.

BACKGROUND

The Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS) investigated employee concern
IN-85-515-002 which Quality Technology Company (ATC) identified during
the Watts Par Employee Concern Frogram. The concern wWas worded as
follows:

TVA requires drawing tramsmittals being returned to DCyYy

to have the superseded drawing corners (containing title,
number, etc.) attached. Why does DCU no longer verify
these corners to be correct? CI has no further information.

SCOPE

NSRS has reviewed drawing control requirements, implementing
instructions, sample drawing transmittals and receipts, logs of the
verification sampling program for drawings, and recent audit findings
concerning this subject. Additiconally. several individuals responsible
for transmittal, receipt., and audit of the drawings have been contacted
to discuss effectiveness of the drawing control process as it relates to
the emplovee’s Concarn.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. Applicable Requirements and Commitments

1. 1OCFRS0, Appendix B - Document control measures shall assure
that documents, including changes, "are distributed to and used
at the location where the prescribed activity is performed.”

2. Topical Report TVA-TR-75-1, Revision B, Faragraph 17.1.44 -
"Fravisione shall be established, delineated, and executed to
preclude the use of obsolete or supersaded documents at
locations where the prescribed activities are being
performed. . . . An updated document list or eguivalent shall

Hist to assuwre that obsclete or superseded documents are
replaced in a timely manner by updated applicable document
revisions. " -

= NRC, NBRS, and TVA Office of Construction fluality Assurance
Branch Audits and FReviews - One deviation related to the
employvee’s concern was ildentified. This deviation iz discussed
later in this report under R.4.

4. Watts Bar MNMuclear Flant Quality Control Instruction 1.01,
"Drawing and Document Control.™

EB. Findinags

1. In accordance with Guality Control Instruction QCI-1.01,
"Drawing and Document Control," document holders acknowledge
receipt of drawings by signing the drawing transmittal and
returning it to the Document Distribution Center (DDC) along
with the title block corners of superseded N and W size
drawings, or the whole drawing for A and B size and vendor
drawings. The Document Distribution Center personnel review the
returned drawing transmittals to verify document holders have
acknowledged receipt, and followup on document holders who fail
to acknowledge. All returned title block corners and superseded
drawings are discarded.
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An early revision of the controlling procedure, WEBN-QCI~-1.01,
Revision 4, dated June 14, 1982, specified that Drawing Control
Unit personnel were to review ". . . that the required title
blocks of the superseded drawings . . . have been returned. "
This reguirement for verifying correctness of returned title
blocks was deleted at Revision 5 dated Ssptember 1982, Revision
15 dated October 9, 198% also deletes the reguirement for return
of the title blocks by document holders. The document control
pffice supervisor stated that the administrative philosophy in
the procedure is to place ultimate responsibility for controls
with the document holders rather than with DCU.

Verification of drawing control is accomplished in three ways:
(1) document holders periodically receive a list of controlled
documents assigned to them and are reguired by procedure
WEN-GCI~1.01-1, "Document Control Eampling," to sRsure that the
documents held are as shown by the issuing unit records; (2) DCU
periondically samples holders of controlled do:umentg/to ensure
that the documents held are as shown by the issuing unit
records: and, (3 Guality Assurance performs document control
audits which include verifications of drawing controls at work
stations. :

Document Distribution Center (DDC) personnel accomplish document
control verification in accordance with Ouality Control
Instruction BCI~1.01-1, "Document Control Sampling" (initial
issue 12/20/87). The results of their sampling verification are
maintained by DDC in the Document Control Sample Results Logs.

A review of these logs for 1983 showed levels of accuracy as
follow: OFf 2,974 drawings sampled at 48 engineers’ and crafts’
work stations, 3,908 (98.4 percent) were accurate in all
attributes checked, with I,958 (99.6 percent) accurate for
revision level. Twenty drawings were found for which the holder
was not on distribution. Only 2 drawings of the 7,974 were
found to be old revisions not properly dispositioned.

A recent TVA Office of Construction Guality Assurance Eranch
audit (WE-A-85-07) evaluated document controls and reported that
controlled documents at work stations were verified to be the
current revisions. One audit finding of deviation
(WE-A-B85-07-D02) stated that the document control sampling
program reguirements were not always implemented on schedule and
that some holders had not been checked. Following corrective
action, this deviation was closed July 2é, 1985 with a comment
that the "self-audit verification appears to be in compliance.”
Additional discussions with the guality assurance personnel
indicated considerable confidence in the present controls.



.. CONCLUSIONS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS

A.

Cornclusions

A concern in this area is not substantiated. The previous title
black verification has been replaced with other controls including:
(1) DCU sampling: (2) Quality Asswrance auditing: andy (3 document
holders® self-verification from lists provided by the DCU. These
verifications, which now indicate high levels of accuracy, are
considered adeguate.

FRecommendation

None.



EMPLOYEE CONCERN DISPOSITION REPORT

CONCERN NO. IN-86-155-004

DATE OF PREPARATION: 10-29-85

CONCERN: Welds in the dome, REB #1 and 2, may not have been inspected
and bought off. :

INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY: TVA NSRS

FINDING(S): Chicago Bridge and Irvorn Comparny was reguired as part of the
erection contract (73C61-75320) for the reactor buildings to perform
all required inspections. Radiography of welds was daone on the reactor
building dome for Unit 1 starting in mid-January 1977 with a completion
date of June 1977, The Unit 2 dome was radiographed during the period

of  August 1977 to February 1978, The dome—plate welds were all ASME
"class A or B welds.

The attachments to the dome are the ASME Category C and D welds that

were examined by magrnetic particle, liquid penetrant, or ultrasonic
methods.

The CB&I weld map on file in the Constructiorn Document Corntrol Center
lists weld numbers, welder numbers (for welder certification checks),
NDE report number for each weld, and repair rnumber (if repair was
done). From this report it can be verified that each weld on the
contairnment dome was inspected by the appropriate NDE method.

Engineering persormel inm Knoxville have reviewed the inspection
results. '

A problem with inspection documerntation for weld repairs was identified

inm 1977. CE&I was not providing gquality documenrtation on the repairs.
This problem was resolved early, and the required documerntation was
provided, For each weld repair TVA prepared a nonconformarnce report.

Each NCR documents the repair and problem resclution for each weld
repair. :

CORRECTIVE RCTION(S) Norne required

CLOSURE STATEMENT = This concerrn was not substarntiated.

ERT Form O



3.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. _IN-86—-155-004
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:_ WELDS
: {Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etcec.)
Description of Problem (RAttach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc.)

THE WELDS IN THE DOME, RB #1 & 2, MAY NOT HAVE EEEN INSPECTED AND

ACCEPTED.

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, 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.

No __X__ Yes _______ If Yes, Explain:
AND

B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion - of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Rppendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in the
safety analysis report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

vt € et e ——— - o
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FINAL

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in
construction of or significant damage to a structure, system or
component which will require extensive evaluation, externsive
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.

No __X_ Yes If Yes, Explain:

Or .

E. 7This deficiency represents a gsignificant deviation from the
perforanance spacifications which will require extensive
evaluvation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

establish the adeguacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ X Yas If Yes, Explain:

IF 1ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C QR 4D OR 4FE ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST RAND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified bgﬁz @ﬂg: g B65 <58
i ERT Group Manager Phone Ext. -

Wt A

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

ficknowiedgment of receipt by NSRS

Afii;*4vné?#£l7£izﬂml Date VAQ4£ZY55?’/ Time

Sighed

ERT Form M



TEMNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF
NSRS INVESTIGATION REFORT NO. I-85-500-WEN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-B86-1355-004

MILESTONE 1 - FUEL LOAD
SURJECT : REACTOR BUILDING DOME WELD INSFECTIONS
DATES OF INVESTIGATION: September Z0-October 4, 1985

LEAD INVESTIGATOR:

REVIEWED BY:

AFFROVED BY:

o/ 87

Date

W42

Date



II.

111,

BACKHGROUND

The employee concern as received from the ERT stated: "The welds in the
dome, RE#1 and #2, may not have been inspected and bought off.

This concern was Guality Technology Company No. IN-86-155- -004 dated
August 26, 198S8. -

SCOFE
Documentation related to weld inspection requirements, inspections

performed, and inspection results were reviewed to ensure that dome weld
inspections were done and the records of those inspections existed in

storage.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. Weld Inspection Reguirements

FSAR section Z.8.2.7.2 lists the inspection reguirements for the

welds in the reactor building domes. It states: "Welds in the
cylinder wall and dome in ASME Code Section III, Categories A and E,
were 100 percent radiographed. Welds in Categories C and D were
examined by magnetic particle, liquid penetrant, or by ultrasonic
methods. "

B. Weld Inspections

1. Chicago Bridge and Iron Company was required as part of the
erection contract (73C61-73320) for the reactor buildings to
perform all required inspections. Radiography of welds was done
on the reactor building dome for Unit 1 starting in mid-January
1977 with a completion date of June 1977. The Unit 2 dome was
radiographed during the period of August 1977 to February 1978.
The dome-plate welds were all ABME class A or B welds. These
dates were determined from meeting notes between TVA and CB%I
that are on file in RIMS. ) -

2. The attachments to the dome are the ASME Category C and D welds
that were examined by magnetic particle, liguid penetrant, or
ultrasonic methods.

= The CE%I weld map on file in the Construction Document Control
Center contains considerable information. It lists weld

numbers, welder numbers (for welder certification checks), NDE
report number for each weld, and repair number (if repair was
done). From this report it can be verified that each weld on
the containment dome was inspected by the appropriate NDE method.

4, Engineering personnel in kKrnoxville have reviewed the inspection
results. This was verified through telephone conversations with
personnel in kKnoxville.



Iv.

C. Inspection Fesults

1. Radiographs and other inspection test results are in storage at
the Federal Storage Depository at East Foint, Georgia. Chicago
Bridge and Iron drawings showing weld locations for correlation
to the radiographs were located in the Construction Drawing

Control Center. *

2. A problem with 1n509ct10n documentation for weld repairs was
identified in 1977. CB%I was not providing guality
documentation on the repairs. This problem was resolved early,
and the reguired documentation was provided. For each weld
repair TVA prepared a nonconformance report. Each MCR documents
the repair and problem resolution for each weld repair.

COMCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
The allegation iz unsubstantiated for the following reasons.

A. FReguirements for dome-weld inspections appéar in the CEYXI contract
and the Final Safety Analysis Report.

B. Fadiographs and other weld inspection records are on file in East
Foint, bGeorgia.

C. Weld maps showing weld numbers, welder identification, inspection
number, nonconformance identification (i f necessary), and location

of welds are available in the Construction Document Control Center.
These maps also identify the inspections done on each weld.

D. Weld inspections have been reviewed by 0OE personnel.





