TeENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY ;
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37902 /

A

400 West Summit Hill Drive, E3AS8

December 26, 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 December 20, 1985 through December 26, 1985.
TVA has previously submitted copies of the requested information through
December 19, 1985. We are also enclosing computer summaries of the
information which we have transmitted to date.

If you have questions concerning the material transmitfed, please contact
M. A. Harrison or B. F. Siefken at FTS No. 856-6328 or 856-6230, respectively.

Sincerely,

K. W. Whitt
Director, Nuclear Safety
Review Staff

Enclosures

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

Dr. J. Nelson Grace
Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II :
101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100 And.' ,
Atlanta, Georgia 30323 . AD - J. Knight (1ltr only)
0’5 EB (BALLARD)
o oa : T " EICSB (ROSA) ~
» s ”n
. 8512310167 8512%39.0 I PSB (GAMMILL)
PDR  ADOCK 0500':,DR RSB (BERLINGER)

A , FOB (BENAROYA})

An Equal Opportunity Empioyer
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ge No.
/26/85

QTC NUMBER

MILESTONE:

EX~85-003-003

EX

-85-049-001

IN-85-001-003
IN-85-010~-002
IN-85-012-X02
IN-85-018-004
IN-85-021-X05
IN-85-024-001
IN-85-031-001
IN-85-037-001
IN-85-038-001
IN-85-039-001
IN-85-039-002

-85-052-001
‘85-088—001
-85-091-x02

- IN-85-130-002
IN-85-134-001
IN-85-160-001
IN-85~160-002
IN-85-169-001
IN-85-202-001
IN-85-207-002
IN-85-251-002
IN-85-260~003
IN-85-293-001
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-%13
IN-85-439-003

IN
IN
IN
IN
IN

-85-445-004
-85-445-~008
-85-445-010
-85-445-013
~85-445-X15

' 85-457-001
85-465-002
-85-472-002

IN-85-527-001
IN-85-534-005
IN-85-544-001

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

SUBJECT

1 FUEL LOAD

UNAUTH CHNG TO WDREC
NO SECURITY BARRIER
WELDS UNDER WATER
VIOLATION OF 050 NTS
TENSILE STRNG OF FIT
SUPV NOT FOLLOW PROC
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
CRIT NOT MET/IDSS WL
UNREPORTED FIRE
UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE
SYS 62 VALVE CLASS
CRACK IN WELD

USE OF FISH TAPE
MAINT WITHOUT NCR
WELD DOCUMNTATION
NCR 4412

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
INCORR INSPEC REQUIR
PROC DIFFICULT TO KN
EYE TEST INADEQUATE
47-050 HARD TO USE
INSP REQ FALSIFIED
INADQ REVIEW BY PORC
LOOSE CONDUIT

NO NCRS ON ERCW LINS
CABLE PULL W/0O FUSE
FIRE PROTEC HYDRO TE
WORK W/0O WORKPLAN

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

INVEST
ORG

ERT
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT/0GC
NSRS
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
NSRS
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
ERT
ERT/0GC
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT/0GC
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT

DATE
REPORT

07/09/85
10/17/85
07/10/85
11/22/85
08/05/85
11/14/85
10/24/85
07/03/85
08/20/85
07/09/85
07/08/85
07/09/85
11/08/85
07/03/85
07/09/85
08/26/85
07/05/85
11/22/85
11/07/85
12/03/85
07/10/85
07/10/85
11/22/85
10/31/85
10/07/85
12/18/85
08/19/85
10/01/85
07/03/85
07/09/85
08/09/85
09/26/85
10/24/85
10/30/85
11/25/85
10/23/85
10/28/85
10/10/85
11/25/85
10/17/85
09/09/85
10/03/85
11/27/85
10/02/85
10/22/85

S
U
B
?

«Te
«Te
oTe
T
«Te
«Te
oTe
«Te
«Te
«.T.
«Te
«Te
«Te
«Te
F.
«.Te
oTe
F.
oFo
.Fo
«.Te
.Te
oTe
.F.
Fo
F.
oTe
oF.
.Te
«.Te
«Te
.Te
«Te
.F.
«Te
JFo
«Te
T
.T.
.T.
Fo
.Fo
oTe
.F.
.F.

DATE
RESPONSE

07/24/85
11/26/85
09/23/85
/o
/7
/7
/7
/7
11/18/85
09/11/85
09/05/85
09/05/85
/7
07/30/85
/7
/7
09/13/85

07/26/85
/7
/7

12/06/85

11/29/85
/7

09/24/85
/7

11/25/85

07/24/85
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—
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DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

07/24/85
12/10/85
09/23/85
/7
08/05/85
11/20/85

/7
09/05/85
09/05/85
11/12/85

/7
07/09/85
10/03/85
09/13/85
11/22/85
11/12/85
12/11/85
07/26/85
07/09/85

/7
12/10/85
12/10/85
12/18/85
10/10/85
10/04/85
11/27/85
07/24/85
08/09/85
10/03/85

/7
10/30/85

/

110/30/85

/7
10/16/85
/7
/7

- 11/20/85

/7
11/29/85
/7
/7

KEY
WORD

WELDING
SECURITY
WELDING
HANGERS
MATERIAL
ELECTRICAL
WELDING
HANGERS
DESIGN
CIVIL
DESIGN
DESIGN
DESIGN
HANGERS
TESTING
DOCUMENT
CONSTRUCTI
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
MATERIAL
WELDING
ELECTRICAL
QA
WELDING
DESIGN
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
WELDING
HANGERS
WELDING
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
QA
CRAFT
WELDING
HANGERS
QA
OPERATIONS
HANGERS
QA
ELECTRICAL
TESTING
QA
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Page No. 2

12/26/85
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  INVEST WORD
B ¢  CLOSED #
? ?
IN-85-544-002 VIOLATION OF PROCEDU ERT 10/23/85 ,T. 12/16/85 T 12/23/85 QA 1
IN-85-581-002 WLDRS NOT QUAL ELEC NSRS 10/17/85 7. / [/ 10/17/85 CONSTRUCTI 1
IN-85-612-X07 WELDER CERTIF FALSIF ERT/OGC 10/24/85 .T. / 7/ / /  WELDING 1
IN-85-671-002 NOT ISSUING IRN/WRN NSRS 12/03/85 7. / / / / CIVIL 1
IN-85-676-001 DISAGREE W/TVA POLIC NSRS 10/31/85 7. / / / / QA 1
IN-85-682-005 MGT ALLOW INSP HARAS NSRS 11/27/85 .Fe [/ / / / QA 1
IN-85-684-001 DEFECTIVE TUBE STEEQ NSRS 09/16/85 .F. [/ / 09/16/85 MATERIAL 1
IN-85-688-002 INADEQUATE TVA PROCE NSRS 12/18/85 .17« / / 12/24/85 QA 1
IN-85-688-004 PREVENT OF CORRECTIV NSRS 12/09/85 .. / / / / QA 1
IN-85-770-002 PROC FOR CER NOT PER ERT 10/24/85 .T. / / / [/  WELDING ’
IN-85-770-003 UNCERTIFIED WELDERS ERT 09/26/85 .T. / 7/ 10/03/85 WELDING .
IN-85-~770-X07 WELDERS CERT FALSIFI ERT/0GC 10/24/85 .T. [/ / / /  WELDING i
IN-85-778-X07 WELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/0OGC 10/24/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING 1y
IN-85-795-001 COMPRESS FITTING ERT 08/07/85 .T. 10/07/85 F / 7/ INSTRUMENT 1
~85-795-002 COMPRESS FITTING ERT 08/07/85 .T. 10/07/85 F / /  INSTRUMENT 1
‘85—845—001 SYS43 UNIS NOT ACHD NSRS 12/04/85 .F. / / / / CIVIL 1
85-847-006 CRFT SUP ALW UNAP PL NSRS 10/29/85 .T. / / / / QA 1
IN-85-850-002 QUANTITY VS. QUALITY NSRS 11/07/85 F. / / 11/12/85 QA 1
IN-85-853-X02 VIOLAT TVA PROCEDURE ERT 10/12/85 .F. [/ / 10/18/85 QA 1
IN-85-858-001 QUANTITY VS QUALITY NSRS 12/09/85 .T. / / / / QA 1
IN-85-897-001 INEXP CRAFTSMEN NSRS 11/07/85 .T. / 7/ 11/12/85 CRAFT 1
IN-85-913-004 CONSTRUCT VIOLATIONS NSRS 11/26/85 F. / [/ / / OA 1
IN-85-915-003 DRAWING CONTROL NSRS 10/22/85 .T. / / / /  DOCUMENT 1
IN-85-965-001 WELDOR CER BACKDATED ERT 10/24/85 .7 / [/ / /  WELDING 1
IN-85-977-001 TAPE NOT REPL ON RCS NSRS 10/10/85 F. [/ / / / QA 1
IN-85-977-002 DOCUMENT OF TCS/SIS NSRS 10/03/85 .T. / / / /  DOCUMENT 1
IN-86-055-003 HYDRAZINE SPILL NSRS 10/17/85 .T. / 7/ / /  OPERATIONS 1
IN-86-068-002 RETUBIN OF HEAT EXCH ERT 11/05/85 .T. [/ / / /  MAINTENANC 1
IN-86-081-001 INADEQ PLANT SYS STA NSRS 11/19/85 .T. / / / /  OPERATIONS 1
IN-86-087-003 DELAY IN CARS/DRS NSRS 12/09/85 .T. [/ / / / QA 1
IN-86-087-004 DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST NSRS 10/04/85 .T. / / / / QA 1
IN-86-090-001 DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST NSRS 10/04/85 .t / / / / QA 1
IN-86-090-002 DELAY IN CARS/DRS NSRS 12/09/85 .T. 12/09/85 T / / QA 1
IN-86-090-003 SIS APPROVAL W/O REV NSRS 10/17/85 .T. / / / 7/ OPERATIONS 1
IN-86-098-001 DELAY IN CAR/DR NSRS 12/09/85 .T. / / / / QA 1
IN-86-102-001 REQ FOR CONDUIT INSU NSRS l0/11/85 7. / / / /  HANGERS 1
IN-86-102-002 NO ATTACH D/CONDUIT NSRS 10/14/85 .F. / / 10/16/85 CONSTRUCTI 1
IN-86-103~-001 NO ATTACH D/CONDUIT NSRS i0/11/85 .T. / / / /  ELECTRICAL 1
IN-86-103-002 REMOVAL OF INSULATIO NSRS 11/13/85 .F. [/ / 11/15/85 CONSTRUCTI 1
IN-86-112-001 USE OF TOOLS NOT DOC NSRS 12/12/85 .T. / / / /  OPERATIONS 1
-86-134-002 IRN POLICY NSRS 12/03/85 .T. / / / / QA 1
‘86-—135-003 LINES NOT INSPECTEDD NSRS 12/09/85 .T. [/ / / /  HANGERS 1
~86-143-002 WELDER CERT BACKDATE ERT 10/24/85 1. [/ / / /  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 .T. / / / /  WELDING 1
IN~86-167-X06 WELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/0OGC 10/24/85 .T. / / / / WELDING 1



Page No.
12/26/85

QTC NUMBER

IN-86-210-001
IN-86-221-004

IN-

86-226-001

IN-86-259-004

NS-
NS-
PH-

PH-

PH-
PH-

85-001-001
85-004-001
85-003-021
85-006-001
85-012-001
85-014-002

PH-85-018-001
PH-85-022-001
WI-85-003-001
WI-85-003-X02

-85-013-003
‘85—016—001

WI-85-056-001
*% Qubtotal **

-85-055-001

*%

MILESTONE:

IN-85-016~003
IN-85-025-001
IN-85-064-002
IN-85-069-001
IN-85-106-001
IN-85-109-002
IN-85-186-002
IN-85-216-001
IN-85-217-001
IN-85-246-001
IN-85-281-001
IN-85-281-003
IN-85-415-002

IN-
IN-
IN-
IN-
IN-

IN-
IN-
IN-

85-439-~006
85-460-003
85-460-X05
85-485-X01
85-534-001
85-601-001
85-616-001
85-802-001
85-845-002
86-064-001
86~122-001

SUBJECT

HEAT EXCH TUBES INAD
CLEANERS NOT APPVD
HARAS FOR REP QC
INADEQ CABLE PULL
INACCUR WELD INSPECT
INADEQ ORIFICE PLATE
ENG EVAL NOT CONDUCT
CHANGES TO 050 NOTES
INSPECT OF WELDS
INSPECT NOT PERFORMD
AUDIT FINDS WITHHELD
ORIFICE PLATES ERROR
FALSE WELD CERTF CRD
WELDER CERT CARD FAL
INSPECT THRU PAINT
PROCEDURE VIOLATIONS
WELDER RECERTIFICATI
NOT FOLLOW CODE REQU

2 CRITICALITY

TUBING NOT CLAMPED
INCORE THERMO TEST
SHUTDN BDS TOP OPEN
INADEQUATE INSPECTS
MN STM LOADS SUPPORT
BOLTS REPLAC BY WELD
INSL ON CONDT & CABL
WELDING SEQUENCE
CONDENS POTS, #1
INSUFFNT MOVEMT/NVR
DIFFUSER FLOW

TRNSM NOT READ SAME
CONCRETE ERCW LINES
SUBSTD WEAK CONCRETE
GOUGE IN LINE, 1%
EXCAV ARC STRK SYS72
SOFT CONCRETE

FIRE PROTECT SYSTEM
INADEQ SURVL INSTRUC
RO NOT AVAILABLE
TARGET ROCK VALVES
SYS43 HANGER DESIGN
INAPT AIR FLOW SWITC
CRACKS IN WF 33 BEAM

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST
ORG

ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
ERT/0GC
ERT
NSRS
ERT
ERT/OGC
ERT
ERT
ERT
ERT

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

DATE
REPORT

11/05/85
10/10/85
11/11/85
10/31/85
08/13/85
12/17/85
10/10/85
08/09/85
07/19/85
12/14/85
07/10/85
12/17/85
10/24/85
10/24/85
11/06/85
11/01/85
09/24/85
09/24/85

09/03/85
07/03/85
06/28/85
07/10/85
07/11/85
11/07/85
07/10/85
07/10/85
07/15/85
08/09/85
07/05/85
08/15/85
07/11/85
11/07/85
08/29/85
10/21/85
11/07/85
10/08/85
10/09/85
08/30/85
10/25/85
11/20/85
12/18/85
10/10/85

S
U
B
?

«Te
oTe
«Te
«.Te
.T.
T
«Te
+F.
«Te
.Fo
JFo
«Te
o Te
.Te
«Te
«Fo
.Te
+Te

«Te
«F.
o Te
«Te
.F.
.T.
.F.
«Te
«Te
.F.
«Te
.Te
«Fe
Fo
«Te
«Te
+Fo
.F.
T
«Ts
«Te
«Te
.T.
«Te

DATE
RESPONSE

/7
12/06/85 T

as

/7
09/27/85 F

D N N N

/7
/7

07/22/85 T
10/10/85 F

/7
/7

09/24/85 T
08/05/85 F

/7
/7

07/25/85 T
12/04/85 T

/ /

/ /
09/24/85 T

/ 7/

/ /

/ /7

/7
10/16/85 T

/7

NN
NN

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

/7
12/12/85
/7
11/04/85
/7
/7
10/16/85
08/09/85
07/19/85
/7
07/10/85
v

NN
NN

i
10/02/85
10/02/85

/7
/7
07/22/85
/7
07/11/85
/7
10/10/85
/7
07/14/85
08/09/85
07/25/85
12/10/85
07/11/85
/7
10/17/85
/!
/7
/7
10/09/85
10/16/85
/7
//
12/18/85
10/16/85

KEY
WORD

DESIGN
MATERIAL
QA
ELECTRICAL
WELDING
DESIGN

QA

HANGERS
WELDING
INSPECTION
QA

DESIGN
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
CIVIL
WELDING
WELDING

HANGERS
TESTING
ELECTRICAL
HANGERS
DESIGN
WELDING
ELECTRICAL
WELDING
DESIGN
DESIGN
DESIGN
DESIGN
MECHANICAL
CIVIL
MECHANICAL
WELDING
CIVIL
DESIGN

QA
OPERATIONS
DESIGN
HANGERS
EQUIPMENT
MATERIAL
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Page No. 4

12/26/85
‘ 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  INVEST WORD
B C CLOSED
? ?
IN-86-259-003 PVC CONDUITS BROKEN NSRS 12/03/85 .F. / / 12/06/85 ELECTRICAL
XX-85-020~001 SQN/ECNS APPLICABILI NSRS 11/19/85 .F. [/ / 11/19/85 OPERATIONS
** Subtotal **
** MILESTONE: 3 5% POWER
IN-85-001-002 WELD ROD CONTROL ERT 07/10/85 .r. [/ / 07/06/85 WELDING
IN-85-016-001 BROKN CONCRE AT PLAT NSRS/ERT 08/05/85 .F. / / 08/04/85 CIVIL
IN-85-021-003 BACKDATE CERTF CARDS ERT 08/19/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING
IN-85~027-002 COMPUTER ANALYSIS ERT 08/01/85 .T. 11/20/85 F / / DESIGN
IN-85-052-008 PROCED FOR WELD RODS ERT 07/10/85 .T. 12/16/85 T / /  WELDING
IN-85-064-001 SPRAY ON SHUTDN BDS NSRS 06/28/85 .T. [/ / 06/28/85 ELECTRICAL
IN-85-086-001 STM GEN MATERIALS ERT 07/10/85 .F. / / 07/10/85 MATERIAL
IN-85-108-001 SYS 68 PIPING ERT 07/12/85 .F. / 7/ 07/12/85 MATERIAL
-85-113-003 WELDER CERTIFICATION ERT 07/10/85 .T. 11/12/85 T 11/20/85 WELDING
685-140-001 OPER WATCH VS PAPER NSRS 08/30/85 .T. 10/16/85 T 10/16/85 OPERATIONS
85-142-003 UNFOLLOWED WORK PLAN NSRS 12/03/85 .T7. / / / /  CONSTRUCTI
IN-85-186-004 BOARDS IN ELEC PANEL ERT 07/05/85 .F. 09/23/85 T 09/23/85 ELECTRICAL
IN~85-211-001 ERCW LINE LEAK NSRS 06/27/85 .F. [/ / 06/27/85 MECHANICAL
IN-85-221-001 IMPROPER VALVE OPER ERT 07/05/85 .T. 09/23/85 T 09/23/85 OPERATIONS
IN-85-337-002 WELD ROD CONTROL ERT 11/27/85 .T. / 7/ / /  WELDING
IN-85-346-003 WELD CERTIFICATIONS ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-352-001 UPDATE WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-388-006 HEAT CODE TRACEABILI NSRS 07/03/8% .T. 07/26/85 T 07/26/85 MATERIAL
IN-85-424-004 STMFIT PERFM WELDING ERT 11/27/85 1. [/ [/ / /  WELDING
IN~85~424~006 ACCOUNT OF WELD RODS ERT 11/27/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING
IN-85-453-007 INADEQ CERTF OF WELD ERT 08/19/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING
IN-85-463-007 DELAY IN DOCUMT DRWS NSRS 11/22/85 .F. [/ / 11/27/85 DOCUMENT
IN-85-465-001 LINES CLOSE TO HANGR NSRS 07/30/85 .T. 08/09/85 T 09/08/85 MECHANICAL
IN-85-493-004 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-501-001 UNUSED WLD RDS DISPO ERT 09/03/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING
IN~-85-532~-004 WELDER RECERTIFICATE ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-532-005 RECERT W/O VERIFICAT ERT 09/26/85 7. / / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-534-002 FIRE PROT LINES NSRS 10/22/85 .F. / / 10/22/85 DESIGN
IN-85-540-001 INADE WELD CERTIFICA ERT 09/26/85 .Tr. / / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-543-002 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. / / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-554-001 INCOMP STAIN STEL LN NSRS 09/03/85 .F. / 7/ 09/03/85 CONSTRUCTI
IN-85-579-001 INCOMPLETE WELD ERT 12/03/85 .T. / / / /  WELDING
IN~-85-612-006 INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC ERT 09/26/85 .T. [/ / 10/03/85 WELDING
IN-85-671-004 WELDS NOT PROP INSPE NSRS 10/22/85 7. / / 10/22/85 WELDING
-85-705-001 UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE ERT 09/28/85 .T. / 7/ / /  CONSTRUCTI
‘85—725—X14 INADQ RECERT PROG ERT 11/05/85 .F. [/ / / /  WELDING
-85-725-X15 TEST PLATES INADQ ERT 11/05/85 .F. / 7/ / /  WELDING
IN-85-778-001 WELDER CERTIFICATION ERT 09/26/85 .T, / / 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 NSRS 10/10/85 .F. / / 10/16/85 WELDING
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Page No. 5
12/26/85

QTC NUMBER

IN-85-850-004
IN~86-055-002
IN-86-083-003
IN-86-119-001
IN-86-169-001
IN-86~173-001
IN-86-205-001
IN-86-259-006
IN-86-262-003
IN-86-268-003
IN-86-291-007
PH-85-001-002
WI-85-053-003
WI-85-053-006
WI-85~-054-003

‘Subtotal **

*%¥ MILESTONE:
IN-85-010-004
IN-85-021-002
IN-85-218-001
IN-85-407-001
IN-85-688-003
IN-85-945-001
IN-85-998-002
IN-86-087-002
** gubtotal **

** MILESTONE:
EX-85-012-001
IN-85-078-001
IN-85-196-003
IN-85-272-004
IN-85-352-002
IN-85-424-001
IN-85-453-009
IN-85-454-004
IN-85-496~002

-85-618-004

85-825-002

85-913-001
IN-85-913-002

SUBJECT

WORK W/0 OFFC APPROV
LEAKING PIPE
PRODUCTION VS QUALIT
INADEQUATE CONDUITS
CONDUIT HEAT DAMAGED
DESIGN CALCULATIONS
ERCW UNSUITABLE
INADQ SEPAR OF CABLE
EXCEED MAX PULL TENS
IMPROPER INSTAL CABL
SECURITY CLEAR PERS
INST LNS SLOPE PROB
IMPORP WELDING DOCUM
TEST DIR NOT QUAL
DRAINS PLUGGED UP

5 100% POWER

FIRE PROT PIPNG DSN
SYS77 DRAINS IN FLR
APPROVAL OF AS-BUILT
INACCURATE Q-LIST
VALIDITY OF CRIT SYS
ELEC MANHOLES DISORG
IRN PROG NEEDS IMPRO
EFFECT OF QA DIP7

6 01/01/86
UNQUALIFIED PLTMSNONME
UQ/SAFTY RTLA™™ evam
VALVE OPER IMAP®N
FIREPROOFIM~ ~ART.RQ
NO PORT WELD "v=NQ
NO PORT OVENS
PASS OF WELD
PASS OF WELD
LINER OF ERCH ™IPTNe
DAMAGED INST mU'RInM~
CLAIRTY IN PROCEDU™®
ELECT JUNCTION BOXEZ
ELECT JUNCTION DoOX™e

R Yatal
sl

AR
I

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST
ORG

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

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

ERT
ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

mana

SELH

ERT
NSRS
FRT
NSRS
ERT
rpm
FRT
»RM

NSRS

NQRS
NQRS
Mena

NQRS

DATE
REPORT

12/19/85
11/22/85
12/085/85
10/09/85
11/26/85
10/28/85
12/03/85
11/01/85
10/31/85
11/01/85
12/03/85
07/06/85
11/14/85
10/25/85
11/22/85

09/16/85
08/23/85
07/29/85
10/04/85
15/C04/¢°F
10/22/9R
12/03/85
11/19/85

09/28/85
10/14/85
08/24/85
12/10/85
11/27/85
11/27/85
11/27/85
11/27/85
10/03/85
08/12/85
10/22/85
11/26/85
11/26/85

S
U
B
?

«Te
+Fo
.F.
.T.
«T,
«Te
F.
«T.
«.Te
.T.
«T.
T
«Te
«Fe
.F.

«Te
.F.
T
T
T
«Te
o Te
«T.
.F.
«Te
.F.
.F.
.F.

o
O
NN N N N NN NN NSNNNNN YN

o
2
NN N NN N

-
Pt

N N N S N

DATE
RESPONSE
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=
N N

384
N
NN ONONNONN N

N
Ul

NN N NN SN NN NN

[o0]

o0}

[e o]

w
L= |

[&;]
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w
L= |

A DATE

c INVEST
C CLOSED
?

12/24/85
11/27/85
/7
/o
/7
/7
12/11/85
i
11/04/85
/7
/o
09/23/85
/7
/7
11/27/85

09/24/85
08/30/85
08/22/85
/7
;7
/7
/7
11/21/85

/7
10/16/85
12/10/85
12/12/85

Ju—
o
NN N NN NN

N

N
\\B\\\\\\

w

KEY
WORD

QA
MAINTENANC
TESTING
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
DESIGN
MECHANICAL
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
OPERATIONS
INSTRUMENT
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
MECHANICAL

DESIGN
DESIGN
INSTRUMENT
DESIGN
DESIGN
"LECTRICAL
QA

QA

CONSTRUCTI
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
DESIGN
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
MECHANICAL
CONSTRUCTT
OPERATIONS
ELECTRICAT.
ELECTRICAL
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Page No. 6
12/26/85

QTC NUMBER

NUCL™AP PRANTLATORY COMMISSION LISTING

sugbgrnm

*% gSubtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 09/02/85
IN-85-020-001 IMPROP INSTAL REDHDS
*%* Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 1ST REFUEL
IN-85-211-002 ERCW LINE NOT Sm™ATNI,
IN-85-234-001 REQUIRET TOR WEIMN ROAN
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 I85-166WBN

86-145-002 CONCRETE LINING APAR
Subtotal ** ,

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-052008
EX-85-021-001 INADEQUAT ACCOQUNTABI
*%*¥ Subtotal **

*%* MILESTONE:
EX-85-021-002
IN-85-426-002
IN-85-815-001
IN-85-835-002
** gubtotal **

6 IN85~113003
VERIFI PROCESS/TmLD
INADEQ WELD CERTIFI”

CERTIFICATI OF WELDR
WELDING CERTIFICATIO

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-140001
IN-86-208-001 SI REQ TO MUCH TIME
** gubtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-150001
IN-86-167-001 NO TRACEABIL OF RODS
** Subtotal **

MILESTONE: 6 IN85-~352002
IN-85-441-003 NO PORT WELD OVENS

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
RMPTL.OYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

INVEST

NDr

MepQ /RRT

NSRS
ERT

sanga

™nm
PN

rRT

wem
ERT
ERT

NSRS

ERT

ERT

DATE

REPORT

08/15/85

10/03/85
11/27/85

10/03/85

11/27/85

09/26/85
09/26/85
09/26/85
09/26/85

12/17/85

11/27/85

11/27/85

S
U
B
?

«Te

an
cT.

F.
«Te

.T.
.T.
.TO
«Te

«Te

QTO

«Te

DATE

RESPONSE

NN N

NN N

w QO P

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

10/03/85
10/03/85
10/03/85
10/03/85

/7

KEY
WORRD

CIVIL

MECHANICAL

WELDING

MECHANICAT.

WELDING

WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING

OPERATIONS

WELDING

WELDING

13
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Page No,
12/26/85

7

QTC NUMBER

** gubtotal **

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

** gSubtotal **

** MILESTONE:
IN-85-196-004
IN-85-442-X12
IN-85-589-001
IN-85-713-004

-85-846-002
‘Subtotal *k

** MILESTONE:
EX-85-039-003
EX-85-042-003
EX-85-046-001
IN-85-001-005
IN-85-007-003
IN-85-103-001
IN-85-198-001
IN-85-220~-003
IN-85-278-003
IN-85-279-005
IN-85-282-002
IN-85-289-006
IN-85-337-001
IN-85-373-001
IN-85-424-007
IN-85-426-001
IN-85-532-006
IN-85-543-004
IN-85-630-003
IN-85-630-004
IN-85-877-001

~85-915-002
‘85—955—001
~-85-964-003

IN-85-964-X06
IN-86-014-001
IN-86-108-001

SUBJECT

6 IN85-406001
UNAUT ACCS TO WLD SY
CHNG OF WELD STATUS

6 IN85-415002

INPROP INSTAL PIPING
LINING LOSS IN PIPE
LINER ON ERCW LINE
CONCRETE LIN IN PIPE
GOUT LINER/SAFTY HAZ

6 NO DATE

DESIGN DEFICIENCY
WELDERS REQUALIFICAT
IMPRP FIRE DAMPERS
"SHODDY WORKMANSHIP"
VENDOR WELDS INSPECT
IEB 79-02

UNCOVERED CABLE TRAY
EXCESS NOS OF HGRS
INADQ QA RECORDS

NO TRACKING SYSTEM
PIPING WELDS
VERMASCO APPL PREMAT
ERCW LN W/CEMENT LIN
DAMAGED CABLE

LACK OF WELD ROD CON
UNREQ PORT OVENS
OVERSIZED WELDS
DETERORIATE STEEL
ERCW LINE IMPROP INS
INADQ DOC FOR ERCW
LIN ACPT WITH DEFAUL
DRAWING CONTROL

PWR LOST SYST INOPER
IMPROP MAT/EQIUP USE
USE OF "SUPERGLUE"
EXCESS SI ON EQUIPME
DRAWINGS NOT CURRENT

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST
ORG

ERT
ERT

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

NSRS
ERT

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT

ERT

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

DATE
REPORT

08/27/85
08/27/85

10/11/85
10/03/85
10/03/85
10/03/85
10/03/85

11/07/85
10/23/85
12/17/85
12/10/85
12/10/85
08/09/85
12/04/85
12/18/85
12/18/85
11/13/85
12/19/85
11/27/85
10/03/85
06/28/85
11/27/85
11/27/85
08/16/85
07/29/85
11/19/85
11/19/85
12/12/85
10/17/85
12/09/85
12/10/85
12/04/85
12/17/85
11/01/85

S
U
B
?

.T,
oTe

oFo
.F.
+Fo
oFeo
F.

«Te
«Te
o
oTe
oTe
«Te
«.Te
.F.
oFo
«T,
<.T.
«Te
F.
«Te
.T.
«Te
«.Te
+F.
Fo
«F.
.F.
«Fe.
«Te
.F.
.F.
«Te
.F.

DATE

NONONNN

N N T N N

RESPONSE

~N N

NN NN N

N N e T N

w0 O

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

08/27/85
08/27/85

10/16/85

NN NN
NN NN

/7
10/30/85
12/17/85
12/12/85
12/12/85
08/09/85
12/09/85
12/24/85
12/24/85
11/15/85

/7
11/29/85

/7
07/25/85

07/29/85
/7
/7

12/12/85

10/17/85

12/12/85

12/12/85

12/11/85
/7

11/04/85

KEY
WORD

WELDING
WELDING

MATERIAL

MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL

WELDING
WELDING
MEHCANICAL
WELDING
WELDING
DESIGN
CONSTRUCTI
CIVIL
DOCUMENT
DESIGN
WELDING
ELECTRICAL
MECHANICAL
ELECTRICAL
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
QA
DOCUMENT
DESIGN
MATERIAL
CONSTRUCTI
OPERATIONS
DOCUMENT
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v
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Page No. 8
12/26/85

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT

IN-86-110-001
IN-86-150-001
IN-86-184-002
IN-86-184-004
IN-86-190-003
IN-86-199-001
IN-86-200-003
IN-86-201~001
IN-86-221-001
IN-86-232-001
IN-86-259-001
IN-86-259-005
IN-86-259-X11
IN-86-262-002

~-86-266-X09
‘86-—290—001
86-305-002
IN-86-314-004
PH-85-038-001
WI-85-040-001
WI-85-040-002
WI-85-041-001
WI-85-084-001
** Subtotal **

INADQ ICE LOADING
TRACEABILITY NOT ATT
CLASSIFICATION PIPIN
PIPE SIZES

ANCHOR NOT TEST INDI
CAB PULL/REQ PER QCI
SUPPORT NOT SAFE

CAB PULL LIMIT EXCEE
RED HEADS NOT REMOVE
REPAIR ERCW VIOLAT
FAILURE USE FUSE LIN
OVERFILLED CABLE TRA
TVA PROC NO IEEE STD
OVERCROWDING CABLES
LACK OF COVERAGE
IRNS NOT QUAL RECORD
NO FIRE DAMPERS
INADQ CABLE SEPARATI
OE PROCEDURE REVISIO
NCR FOR ERCW LINE
INADQ PROC/INSP PLAN
WELD MAT INADEQUATE
WELDER CERTIFICATION

** MILESTONE: 6 PH85-001002

IN-85-119-001 IMPROPER LINE INSTAL
** gubtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 U2 FUEL LD
EX~85-059-002 INADQ INSTAL HANGERS
IN-85-173-001 LEAK IN SPRINK SYS
IN-85-189-002 ACCESS TO VALVES/#2

IN-85-246-005 RUSTED WELDS/#2/RB
IN-85-250-001 INSP PERF W/O WK REL

IN-85-530-001 WLDS NOT ACCRD PROCD
IN-85-615-001 OBSTRUCTED ACCESS
IN-86-155-002 HANGER UNACCEP WELDS

‘Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 7 N/A
EX-85-008-001 UNQUAL SUBJOURNEYMEN
EX-85-009-001 SUBSTN WK BY SUBJRMN

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST
ORG

NSRS
ERT

NSRS
NSRS
ERT

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

ERT

ERT

NSRS
ERT

NSRS
ERT

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

ERT
ERT

DATE
REPORT

10/25/85
11/27/85
12/18/85
12/18/85
10/24/85
10/31/85
12/11/85
10/31/85
12/09/85
10/03/85
10/31/85
11/14/85
11/14/85
11/14/85
10/31/85
12/03/85
12/10/85
11/27/85
12/17/85
11/19/85
11/19/85
11/27/85
11/12/85

09/18/85

12/18/85
08/13/85
10/04/85
10/24/85
11/27/85
08/15/85
10/04/85
11/27/85

09/28/85
09/28/85

S
U
B
?

«Te
«Te
.T.
+Te
oTe
T
.Fo
«Ts
«Te
.F.
oTe
«Te
«F.
oT.
«F.
«Te
.F.
oTe
«.Te
.F.
.F.
.Te
«Te

oTe

.F.
IF.
.F.

«Te.
.T.

.F.
'Fl
oFo

oTo
.To

DATE
RESPONSE

N Y N
N R e T N

10/22/85 T

NN NONNNNN
NN NN

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

10/30/85
/7
12/24/85
12/24/85
10/30/85
11/04/85
12/12/85
11/04/85
12/12/85
/7
11/04/85
/7
/7
/7
11/04/85
/7
12/10/85
11/29/85
12/17/85
/7

/7
/7
/7

10/30/85

12/24/85
08/13/85
10/04/85

11/29/85
08/15/85
10/04/85
11/29/85

~N N
~N N

KEY
WORD

DESIGN
WELDING
MATERIAL
WELDING
CIVIL
ELECTRICAL
CIVIL
ELECTRICAL
CIVIL
MECHANICAL
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
DESIGN
ELECTRICAL
ELECTRICAL
QA

DESIGN
ELECTRICAL
DESIGN
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL
WELDING
WELDING

INSTRUMENT

HANGERS
MATERIAL
DESIGN

WELDING
HANGERS

WELDING
DESIGN
WELDING

CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
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Page No. 9

12/26/85
QTC NUMBER

EX-85-010-002
IN-85-021-001
IN-85-032-001
IN-85-091-001
IN-85-130-001
IN-85-271-001
IN-85-277-001
IN-85-278-002
IN-85-411-001
IN-85-514-001
IN-85-541-001
IN-85-556-001
IN-85-589-002
IN-85-748-001

| -85-002-001
‘ ‘85-001-—001
-85-007-002

XX-85-013-001
XX-85-019-001
XX-85-028-001
XX-~-85-033-006
XX-85-038-001
XX-85-051-001
XX-85-052-001
XX-85-054-001
XX-85-065-001
XX~-85-068-007
XX-85-070-007
XX~85-077-002
XX-85-083-001
XX-85-086-003
XX-85-093-001
XX-85-093-003
XX~-85-096-004
XX-85-096-005
XX-85-098-002
XX-85-099-001
XX-85-102-011

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

SUBJECT

UNQAUL SUBJOURNEYMEN
TUBE BENDERS

PIPING CALCULATIONS
LOST DOCUMENTATION
UNQUILIFIED PERSONNE
GROUND DOWN WELDS
INSTAL PIPE W/O DRWG
INADQ DOCUMENT CONTR
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/D-G BATTERIES
SQN/LEAK DUE TO MGMT
SQN/WRONG WELD ROD
BLN/AUDIT FINDINGS
SQN/INCREASE IN RWP
SQN/FOREMAN MATERIAL
SQN/SEP OF CARBON/SS
SQN/RADIATION MONITO
SQN/INADQ DESIGN DOO
SQN/VIOLAT SIGN-OFFS
SQN/IMPROPER INSPECT
SQN/REPLAC SPOQOL PIE
SQN/DESIGN DRAWINGS
SQN/INACCURATE DRAWI
SQN/WELD INSPECTIONS
SQN/DESIGN DEFICIENC
SQN/INADQ TRAIN ENGI
BFN/INADQ TRAIN ENGI
VOID/XX-85-096-005
SQN/MONITOR TUBE PRO
SQN/RADIATION AREAS
SQN/SECURITY AT PLAN
SQN/DEFECTS ID BY MA

** gubtotal **

“ Total **%*

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

INVEST
ORG

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

DATE
REPORT

09/28/85
07/27/85
11/26/85
09/16/85
09/28/85
12/19/85
11/27/85
12/10/85
07/23/85
08/22/85
08/15/85
09/28/85
09/28/85
08/16/85
10/12/85
11/18/85
12/13/85
08/22/85
07/10/85
11/22/85
12/09/85
16/10/85
11/26/85
11/26/85
11/26/85
12/09/85
12/09/85
12/20/85
12/13/85
12/12/85
11/29/85
12/09/85
11/29/85
11/26/85
11/26/85
12/09/85
12/09/85
12/11/85

S
U
B
?

oT.
«F.
«Te
+Te
.Te
«Te
oFo
.T.
. Te
Fo
«Te
T
Fo
«Te
T
.Fo
oFo
JFo
.F.
.F.
.Te
oTe
«Te
.F.
.F.
+F.
«Te
Fo
+F.
+T.
.F.
.F.
oTe
oTe
JFo
JF.
F.

[
(=

DATE

NN
N
N

N N T N N N N N O N N N N N NN
N N N N N N TN

[s0]

RESPONSE

[o0)
(%))

w
=]

H

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

/7
10/30/85
11/29/85

/7

/7

/7
11/29/85
12/12/85
09/08/85

/7
08/15/85

/7

/
08/16/85

/7

/7
12/13/85
08/27/85
07/10/85

/7
12/10/85

/7

/7

/7
11/29/85
12/10/85
12/10/85
12/24/85
12/13/85
12/13/85

/7

/7

/7
11/29/85
11/29/85
12/10/85
12/10/85
12/11/85

KEY
WORD

CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
DESIGN
DOCUMENT
CONSTRUCTI
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
DOCUMENT

INSTRUMENT
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
DESIGN
OPERATIONS
QA
OPERATIONS
WELDING

QA
OPERATIONS
MATERIAL
MATERIAL
OPERATIONS
DESIGN
WELDING
WELDING

QA

HANGERS
DOCUMENT
WELDING
WELDING
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
OPERATIONS
WELDING
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TVA 64 (OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84) /W

. UNIT¥D STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
‘TO : S. Schum, QTC/ERT Program Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

DATE : BES ?,, D '@86

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.

I1-85-267-WBN (IN-85-293-001)
I-85-416-WBN (IN-86-064-001)
I-85-546-WBN (PH-85-038-001)
I-85-757-WBN (EX-85-046-001)

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

NAME DATE

GDM
Attachments
cc (Attachments):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
E. R. Ennis, WBN
D. R. Nichols, E10A14C-K
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
W. F. Willis, E12B1l6 C-K (4)

Buv U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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Discussion with Instrumesnt Maintenance enginsers
switches on elevation 772, numbers 1-F5-31-440-A and 2-F5-31

iveEn in

-

of the
toches
wipment
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bservations.
~E1-476-H was )
The AMHU

araas

latest "as-designed"
A o i the act

with the redesign. HMNone of the thres remaining _
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-4 606, are

in normal operating status row: and there is no nesd for relocating the
probe or other modification. A generic problem sxisted with a large
number of Fluid Components Incorporated (FOI) switches such as the four
discussed in this reporty; i.e.: The original probes furnished with the
switches had a very slow response, measuring up to Z0 seconds in the

ccase of 1-FE-I1-450-& in November 1984, Unless the operator knew of

this conditicon and had encugh patisnce to hold the start button down for

20

seconds, he would perceive the air handler as being inoperable. The

slow-responding probes have been replacad in &ll known inshaW'éq where
they create a problem, and Instrument Malnte”dncp is prepared to replace,

additional ones i+ they ars discovered,

v



‘.

CONDLUSTIONE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The concern is substantiated. Repeated calibration of the airflow
swWwitches did not permit them to opﬁr&te satigfactorily in service. A=
corrective action was in process prior to the concerned individual’™s

o

interview with OTC for the two switches on elevation 784, resulting in a
design change per NCR NF-%Z21 to relocate the flow switches in the

ducts. The two switches on elevation 7772 were brought into satisfactory

operation by routine maintenance and & generic probe replacemsnt for
510w-r@%pond1ng FCI switches. These corrective actions appear to
resolve the conditions that led to the sxpressed concarng and,

o lutet=
therefore, no additional corrective actions are needed.
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J. de Knightly Cate

0o I A LZ..'.:LQ.:&S

Lentry Date

LS,z [2-47-55

BY:
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Muclear Sadety Revisw Staffd (NERS) investigatsd Emplovees Concarn
o5 which Guality Ted Company (GTIY identified during
Watts Her Dmp Comcer The concsrn Was wordsd:

i zlimi
ul=Yu 0N Form owhich identified the da-umun ts/’
other araas of plant the ECN could affect., The old
ECH front 2 had, asz an examplse —~ FSAR-affected
e Yesu ppendix "RU"-Affectsd.  ___ YEES ___ NO
which : positive agtion by reguiring the
The new revision to
whiich i3 only & list
atfected and reguires
is wusing it. I has
CrCErM .
E
Mas reviewsed spplicable EON reguirsments and procedurss,
nesring Changs Notice (ECKNY files,. and reports of audits and reviews
arning this subject. Additionally, several individuals responsible
ECN proceduwral development, coordination of ECMW activities, and
ity assuwrance verification of thess activities heve besn contactad
iscuss the ECN process as it relates to the emploves’™s concern.
ARy OF FINDINGS
Applicable Reguiremsnts and Commitments
1. 100FRED Appendix B -~ "Design changess, including fiesld Lhanqesq
shall be subssct to design control measuress commensurate with.
those applied to the original design and shall be approved by
the. organization that performed the original design . . o« "

2. TVA-TRE~7S5~1, Revision 8, Paragraph 17.1.3.4 - "Design changes,
ST ap GBS,

inc;udlng field-initiatad changes, are contrbolled by written

procedures. The control applied for changes are commensurate

with those applised for the original design.”

Qffice

of Enginssring Procedure (0EF) 11, "Change Control”

LES) Frocedure EF-4,02

4. Division D% Ergineering Desig
{ tefore Licensing-Handling”

"Engineering Change Notices
(Superseded by O0EF-11)

Nuclear

e Watts Ear Flant Guality Control Inmstruction (GCI)Y 1.09,
"Disposition of Enginesring Change Notices"”
3 g g

Watts Par Engineering Froject Frocedure WEEF-EF-43.02,
“Englneerlng Change Notices"




—y
rary

& ] =L ’ quat
Evaluations and Enginesring Changs Notices
(ECHN=s)," dated & 1781

e F-21-04-YCh, Ttem 02, "Insdsguacies of

January 15, 1982
e Bellefonts MNMuclsar ant - { “nmr1nq Change MNotice Reviaw
: 25 o port Mo, 7 (Final) - CEDC
dated Qctober 19, 1983
B. Findings

1. Engingering Changes Notice (ECN) Cover Shest - The ECN cover
shest (form TVE 10S70) haz been issued in three different
revisions since 1979 asz follows:

. v 1979 included six "yes-no!

& = tial impact of the ECN on
FPEOR TS FEgUL T emel tignal test reguiremsnts,
verndor backoharagss, yaiz regulramnents,
nonoontormancs rep ts, and quality assuwrance
applications.

b, The 1979 ECN cover shest was revissd in February 19873 with
the additicon of three checklist items concerning impacts of v
the ECHN on security systems, human factor review, and pipe
rupture analysis reguirements.

c. The current revision of the ECN cover shest dated April 198
removed entirely from the cover shest the previous "“yes—no"
checklist items except the item pertaining to vendor
backcharges. However, at the sams time (April 1983), the
newly issued 0OEF-11 Changes Control Frocedure added as
Attachment 2, for internal organizational use and review, a
separate checklist of 27 items which included &all the
previous cover sheet items and greatly expanded the overall
checklist scope.

2. OQEF-i1 Checklist - The current change control checklist (OEF-11,

Audits, Reviews, and Repori

Attachment 2,

dated April 26,

1983

iz titled

"Checklist of

Fotential Effects on Design Documents.

It doe=s rnot reguire

Myes-no" responses and is not procedurally required to be

included in the issued ECN pachkage.

Its stated purpose is to

help identify

consideration” by the responsible engineers from each discipline’

"motentially affected design documents for

during the ECN preparation and review cycle.
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Llists shiould

ather than a

CUMCSrTT WaS 2M| the poszsible nesd to issue
revisions to the issuesd lists iF they were reguired
Cli.  Thess re Jatlons ﬁGtﬁlthuaﬂdlﬂQq it was
checklists would be included "if reguested by the
soussions with Office of Nuclear Fower personnel
at discussions with 0E were in progress to make the
lists & part of the NUD PR workplans and rescord
completed work. It was stated that thse checklists
i the formal documentation of the guality assurance
1d help assure consideration of =ach ECH in a
mannaer, and would help answer guestions that might
when work was completed. It was learned during the
igation that sgrezement had been reasched betweesn OE
ancerning isswance of s checklist. ECN packages for
am Movember 8. 1983 were found to contain the
1 lists.  OE and NUD PR personnel stated that
wers in prugréfs concerning (1) possible revisions
klistsz; and, (2) evaluations of the pre-November ECN
It was ﬁtated that no retrospective evaluations had
e of

vet bHeen performed and that no memorandum concerning issuanc

the checkl

ists had yvet been issued.
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\TVA 64 (0S-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85) WEQ

'  UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

MC mo mnd um TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
. TO : S. Schum, QTC/ERT Program Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

o : 4eb 341985

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.

I-85-353-WBN (IN-85-850-004)
I-85-530-WBN (IN-85-220-003)
I-85-550-WBN (In-85-278-003)
I-85-680-WBN (IN-86-184-002, IN-86-184-004)

I-85-712-WBN (EX-85-059-002)

I-85-933-WBN (IN-85-688-002)
K. W. Whitt

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

NAME DATE

GDM
Attachments
cc (Attachments):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
E. R. Ennis, WBN
D. R. Nichols, E10A14C-K
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)
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TVA 64 {OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84) /1/12,&

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
. i) e
oate : UED o 0 1985

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. I-85-525-WBN
Subject INCORRECT HOLE SIZES IN ORIFICE PLATES
Concern No. NS-85-004-001 and PH-85-022-001 h

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

recommendations by January 17, 1985. Should you have any questions,

please contact Phil C. Mann at telephone 3660-WBN.

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes _ X No

‘ Mbag e o

Director, NSRS¢Des1gnee

PCM:GDM \
Attachment '
cc (Attachment): '
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QIC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
H. S. Sanger, E11B33 C-K
Scott Schum, QTC/ERT, WBN
E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A-C
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-85-525-WBN

Subject INCORRECT HOLE SIZES IN ORIFICE PLATES for action/disposition.

Signature Date

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Rcgularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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TVA'64 (OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84) /V‘

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

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

are - DEC 20 1985

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. I-85-367-WBN

Subject EXCESSIVE SURVEILLANCE TESTING OF ROTATING EQUIPMENT

Concern No. IN-86-014-001 and IN-86-208-001

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.

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

recommendations by January 17, 1986. Should you have any questions,

please contact Wayne M. Berry at telephone 3695-WBN.

Recormmend Reportability Determination: Yes No _ X
. Director, NSRS/%esignee E
WMB : GDM
Attachment
cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C

D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
H. S. Sanger, E11B33 C-K

Scott Schum, QTC/ERT, WBN

E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A-C

W. F. Willis, E12Bl16 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-85-367-WBN
Subject EXCESSIVE SURVEILLANCE TESTING OF ROTATING EQUIPMENT for action/
disposition.
Signature Date

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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TI1.

investigstis

anpresssd

mmploves He

the emploves concer
The amount of =surweillance instruction (8Is: runm on
sssential souipment s too much.  FRunning numsrous
on csrtail . & s chillers, com
ate. to b rhing duty on
equipmant g +rzguesnt a4
LA b is that only

H - paee ave
ﬁc;LL. Fades a&ira

L saee .
umner of

SCOFE

1988 Elsctric Fowsr in (EFFRI) reports, "Failures

to Sur‘911’:n:a Tes &M lmeut Vaolume 1: Emsragency
Pumps. and Yolumne 2 Ge "5," wers revelwed. Discussions
were conducted with the za manager to determine if the
report findings could bs nded to other types of sgquipment.
dizcussions were conducted with onsite maintenance personnel. The
current pump testing was discussed with plant Test Unit personnel.

A previous NBRE Investigation Report, I-BE-211-WEN, was reviewed to
assesz its applicability to the "SIl Fmperwark Load" portion of the

conoarn.

SUMMARY OF FIMDINGS

For trhe purposes of this report, it was productive to partition the
Cfindings into diesel generator zuwveillance testing, other eguipment
load.

surveillance testing., and surveillarnce testing paperwork

Q. Die

1 l
i

1 Generator Burveillance Testing
The followin
the {lnd;.g

i
—
it

L1
=5
1
ifi
t

b et
oo
oM
™

i F
Q
iy

1
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5

it

i
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7e

Related

Similar

i

ig quotes from the EFRI report on this subject summari

ze




E.

= lanc
il LrES -
12 I generator lures. . . .
MNF T HE B ; arsnass of the problam and
has attempted to ensure that dies En &
arg justifisd, ars not arbitrary,
degradation. Chan
gEneric letter 4~
gdures mores in line
LiomsE. 0 w0

ihe applicsble EPFRI report scope was limited to smergency pumps and
madeg the following statsments.

None of the pump failures reviewed was caussd directly

by any aspect of the surveillance testing. aven though

most of those failwes occurred during testing (the '

maior mortion of smergsncy punp operating tima). Thea

evident vulnerability of standoy pumps having steam

turbines a5 prime movers suggests & need to substanti-

ally and sxpeditiously improve the reliability of those

drive systems. . « . {(Thers is) indepencent svidence N

of & causative relation betwesn pump gperation at very

low (approximately 10%) Flow and damaging vibration or

cavitation. '
The cognizant EFRI manager did mot have any dats which would allow
extrapolating the emergency pump report to cother types of rotating
equipment such azs chillaers oF Compressors. Howevesr, plant
maintenance was ot the belief that the supsriences for these various
types of sguipment was oconsistent: i.&.. that surveillancs testing
reveals but does not cause failures. In particular for the ERCW and
fire pumps mentioned in ths concerns, pump-operating sxperience has
demonstrated that it was ‘s problem-prons design (desp draft pumps)
rather than excessive testing which was the reason for the mairginal
availability of these particular pumps. In fact, plant mairtenance
was plmr. ng to incraass the pump suwrveillance (both monitoring and

operation for testing) to develop and test out ﬂealgn 1mpravementsa

Surveillance Testing Fmpcrwort Load

The scope of the previcus NERS report and recomnendations were found
to be entir @&ly ;u¥41c1emt to cover the two presasnt concerns. | -
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TVA L4 (0S5-%,65) (OP-WP-5-85) ’ /\/Q c

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

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

DATE : DEB 2 3 ““‘385

SUBJECT: CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSE EVALUATION

REPORT NO. : IN-85-544-002
SUBJECT : FIRE DOORS -~ VIOLATION OF PROCEDURE
CONCERN NO.: IN-85-544-002

( X ) ACCEPT ( ) REJECT

BFS:JTH
cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E10A14C-K
QTC/ERT, CONST-WBN--For response to employee.
E. X. Sliger, LP6N48A
_W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

Principally prepared by Bruce F. Siefken.

meliimn Davde Danadasvlic anm tha Daswnll Chvisnmnme Dlamn



TVA 64 (O7-9-65)
- TV

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

MemOTa'ndum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
‘0 : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
FROM : E, R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant P&E (Nuclear)

pate : DEC 12 1985

SUBJECT: WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT - RESPONSE TO EMPLOYEE CONCERN INVESTIGATION
REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is P&E Nuclear's response to recommendations
Q-85-544-002-01 and Q-85-544-002-02 contained in Nuclear Safety Review
Staff (NSRS) employee concern investigation report I-85-544-002.

If you have any questions, please contact W. L. Byrd at 3774, Watts Bar
Nuclear Plant P&E (Nuclear).

E.” RV Ennis

WLB:RRG:NC

‘ Attachment
This memorandum was principally prepared by R. R. Gibbs.

v mal)

Run I'T € Samnae Rande Reoularlv on the Pavroll Saninos Plan



EMPLOYEE CONCERN # IN-85-544-002

Concern: NSRS Recommendations - Q-85-544-002-01 - "Observations - NCRs'" -
Identify the doors determined by the UL survey of November 1984 to have had
problems in an NCR, or other appropriate corrective action document, to
assure all problems were/are addressed and resolved.

Q-85-544-002-02 - "Revision to WP 3553" - WBN Construction should change
WP 3553 to reflect the appropriate revision level of NCR 4443 for which
corrective action is authorized.

Response: Q-85-544-002-01 - After reviewing this NSRS recommendation, the
following findings were determined. The doors found to have problems in the
UL survey of November 84 were identified, reworked and documented under the
Appendix R program (see ECN 5280). The workplans used to do this work were
4933, 4943, 4945, 4944, and 4947.

Q-85-544-002-02 - We do not feel that it is necessary to revise workplan

3553 to include NCR 4433 Rl. NCR 4433 Rl and workplan 3553 have been closed.
The doors that were listed in NCR 4433 RO have been reworked and redocumented
using workplan 4933 under the Appendix R program. The doors that were added
to Rl have been reworked and redocumented using workplan 4943 under the
Appendix R program.

Principallv prepared bv William A. Bartlett, extension 3287



TVA 64 {0S-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85) /{/ﬂ&

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, E348 C-K

DATE : UECZB'\%B

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. IN-85-271-001

Subject FSAR COMMITMENTS INCORRECTLY STATED IN LOWER TIER DOCUMENTS

Concern No. IN-85-271-001; TIN-85-282-002

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

recommendations by January 23, 1986. Should you have any questions,

please contact W. M. Kemp, Jr.at telephone 3200-WBN.

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes __ X No

® 20 4.,

Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
‘E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A-C
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-85-271-001
Subject  FSAR COMMITMENTS INCORRECTLY STATED for action/disposition.

Signature Date

D.s. T7TC Crvionme Ramde PDomvidlasda am the Paswnll Chrsvinne Plan



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: IN-85-271-001

RECOMMENDATIONS

Q-85-271-001-01: FSAR Commitments Incorrectly Stated in Lower Tier
Documents

The conflicting statements in the FSAR and in QGP 4.13 should be examined
and rectified.

I Lo )0

Prepafed ﬁ§ Reviewed bf ,




QUALITY

TECHNOLOGY
Q C COMPANY
P.O. BOX 600 . Sweetwater, TN 37874 (615)365-4414
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 4

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002, IN-85-271-001

CONCERN: Until recently, TVA weld inspectors required all pipe welds
to be ground smooth finish. The concern is that smooth grinding may
actually mask a surface defect which would otherwise be detectable.

CONCERN NO: IN-85-271-001
Concern: Welds being ground down through out Unit II to satisfy the
inspectors. The primary concern at the present time is for the welds to

look pretty.

INVESTIGATION

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

DETAILS

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:

NA

PROCEDURES/CODE/COMMITMENTS REVIEWED:

ASME III Division 1 1971 Summer 1973

ANSI B31.1 1973

AWS D1.1 1972

QCP 4.13 Rev. 4 Fit Up and Visual Mechanical
FSAR Requirements for Codes and Standards

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION
This concern as stated is not substantiated.

ASME/ANSI requirements for reinforcement of welds are given as
"maximum” height with caution given as to grinding below minimum wall
thickness. Welds can and are ground down for uniformity/NDE and
inspection. These are acceptable methods and addressed in applicable
procedures. It is noted that the applicable procedures do not address
the correct code/standards required by the FSAR commitments which would
question the validity of inspection and requirements implemented.

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:
WBN QCP 4.13 Fitup and Visual Mechanical (FU & VM)

Addresses/References ASME/ANSI B31.1
ASME III 1971 thru Summer 1973 Addenda thru 1974 Addenda thru
Winter 1976.
ASME Section I & VIII same years and addenda
ANSTI B31.1 1973 Edition and Winter 1973 thru the 1977 Edition
and Winter 1977.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 4

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS

The FSAR commits of the following Codes/Standards (pages 3.8-4,

3.8.3~-8c & 3.8.3-9)
* American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC)

"Specification for the Design, Fabrication, and Erection
Structural Steel for Buildings," adopted February 12, 1969.

* American Society of Mechanical Engineers, Boiler and Pressure

Vessel Code Sections II, III, V, VIII and IX, 1971 Editions,
amended through summer 1972 addenda. -

o American Welding Society (AWS)

"Structural Welding Code," AWS D1.1-72 as modified by TVA General
Construction Specification G-29C; Recommended Practice for Welding
Reinforcing Steel, Metal Inserts and Connections in Reinforced

Concrete Connections," AWS D12.1-61.

1973 Revision to Structural Welding Code, AWS Dl.1-Rev. 1-73
modified by TVA General Construction Specification G-29C.

1974 Revision to Structural Welding Code, AWS Dl.l1-Rev.2-74
modified by TVA General Construction Specification G-29C

Recommended Practice for Welding Reinforcing Steel, Metal Inserts,
and Connections in Reinforced Concrete Connections, AWS D12.1-61

However on Page 3.8.3-8c in the FSAR it states:

TVA Construction Specification G-29 "Process Specification

Welding" 1is a specification that has been developed for welding,
nondestructive examinations, heat treatment and allied field
fabrication procedures to be used during construction. G-29C

conforms to the criteria in AWS D1.1-72 and G-29M conforms to

criteria in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, Boiler

and Pressure Vessel Code.

(1) The FSAR commitment to ASME II, 1III, V, VIII, and IX is for the

1971 Edition through Summer 1972 Addenda. QCP4.13 lists
different years and addenda of the code than what the FSAR
commits to, which questions the wvalidity of inspections

satisfying the code of record for WBNP.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 4

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued

(2) The FSAR states G-29C conforms to the criteria in AWS D1.1-72.
However, 1in other sections, the FSAR states "G29C modifies AWS
D1.1". These are conflicting statements within the FSAR.

(3) Procedures and lower tier documents do not reflect TVA commitments
per FESAR.

ATTACHMENT "A" in QCP 4.13, is Process Specification 3.M.5.1 (R5) which
states the following: .

\ B.2 Contour and finish of outside surface of welds.

B.2.1 states: "The surface of welds shall be sufficiently free from
coarse ripples, grooves, abrupt ridges and valleys to
perform other nondestructive test without masking
possible discontinuities.

B.2.2 "If grinding has been performed for surface finishing operations
the weld and adjacent surfaces shall be examined for thinning to
below minimum design thickness".

B.6.1, for piping Table 3 addresses maximum reinforcement.

B.6.2 Vessels, pumps, valves and component supports, Table 4 addresses
maximum reinforcement. '

Attachment "A", addresses in Table 4, ASME III Div. 2, ASME III
Div. 1 and ASME I & VIII Div. I

The reference to ASME Section III Div. 2 in Table 4 1is wrong
for the following reasons:

1. The Code of Record, is ASME III Div. 1 1971 through 1973

Summer Addenda. ASME III Div. 2, Concrete Construction was
not a code until 1975.

2. All  welding to ACIT (concrete) references AWS
Dl1.1 for welding, not ASME.

3. ASME III Div. 2 is not applicable to WBNP per FSAR.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OFV4’

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued

Throughout QCP 4.13 Attachments, there appears to be requirements
ranging from ASME III Div. 1 and Div. 2 from 1971 through Winter 1980.

Findings:

The FSAR states the Code of Record as ASME III Div. 1 1971
through the Summer Addenda of 1973.

ASME III Div. 2 is not addressed nor in the 1971 Edition through
the Summer 73 Addenda was Div. 2 established. -

CONCLUSION:
This concern is not substantiated.

Based on this investigation "TVA inspectors required all pipe welds to
be ground smooth" 1is a true statement. It is noted that the applicable
code and standards address maximum reinforcement not minimum however
caution 1s given to required minimum wall thickness. Grinding/cleaning
of weld surfaces will not mask surface conditions.

Codes/standards reference "masking indications" in the as welded
condition and cleaning by grinding/flapper wheel 1is an acceptable
method to prepare weld for visual inspection and NDE.

This investigation has determined that lower tier procedures do not

reflect the FSAR commitments.
K_QJ\T&SMN S

E5 1)

Gorm Gt

PREPARED BY @mm uho\es
YN ' DATE
REVIEWED BY ‘/;}71222%i;4r’ ' (2/13/55

" DATE



Request No.  IN-85-282-002, IN-85-271- 001

REQRUEST FOR REDDRTQBILITY EVQLUQTION

(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: Welding

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

Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,

sketches, etc.)
Until recently, TVA weld inspectors required all piping welds to be ground

_smooth.

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheetd if necessary)

h.

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 leet1me of the plant.

No X  Yes __ If Yes, Explain: ___________
AND _' y - S - : o
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 . . . :

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



Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION ’

0. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in
construction of o significant damape to a structure, system or
component which will reguire extensive evaluation. extensive

redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria anc bhases
stated in the safety analysis report or construction narnit Dl
toe  otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, systen,

Cor comporent e pertform its intended safety furnction.

Nee __x_Yes If Yes, Explain:
OR -

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesinn, 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 "VES", IMMEDIATELY
HAND-CARRY THIS REGUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was ldéntified by: _1;2222:;;%%252f/ _ :?éj*ﬁiffiéjf:_

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
D2 Ll Gesciny
ERT Project Mariager Phone Ext. |

ﬂcknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

ERT Form '




TVA 64 {03-9-65) (WP-WP-5-85) A/KC/

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 : DEC 2 3 1985

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. IN-85-445-004
Subject FOS TRACABILITY
Concern No. IN-85-445-004; IN-85-445-X15

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

recommendations by January 23, 1986. Should you have any questions,

please contact T. Hough at telephone 365-7135.

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes __ X No

® _ 70 L.

Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM

Attachment

ce (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E10Al14 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A-C
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-85-445-004
Subject FOS TRACABILITY for action/disposition.

Signature Date

D....TT 0O Clliien Dande Danidasdes niw $ha Daniwn 11 Chsisamme Planm



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: IN-85-445-004

RECOMMENDATTIONS

Q-85-445-004-01: FOS TRACABILITY

The need for better tracability between the FOS and the hangers fabricated
under it should be studied. The conclusions of this study should be
justified by the study and any corrective actions which may be needed to
improve tracability should be implemented. Please notify NSRS of your
projected timetable and scope for this review.

Q-85-445-004~02: REJECTED INSTRUMENT SUPPORTS

An NCR or similar corrective action document should be initiated to
correct the noted deficiencies on the instrument supports which failed the
reinspection performed during the investigation.

Q-85-445-004-03: PROGRAMMATIC IMPROVEMENTS

A review of the instrument support program should be undertaken to reveal
the reasons why the high rejection rate was noted in this investigation.
This study should justify why corrective actions may or may not be
needed. Please inform NSRS of the timetable and scope of this study.

Principally prepared by Bruce F. Siefken.



QUALITY
TECHNOLOGY

‘ QIC\ COMPANY

P.0. BOX 600

- Sweetwater, TN 37874 (615)365-4414

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-835-4435-004
IN-85-445-X15

CONCERN: 004:

X15:

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY:

. DETAILS:

Instrument line supports (numbers known) had
inspection reguirements incorrectly signed off by
individual other than the inspector (names Kknown).
No action by TVA, or any disciplinary action to the
individual has been relayed to this cI.
Construction Department concern.

Instrument line support inspection requirements
falsified.

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:

CONFIDENTIAL

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

1. TVvA Investigation Report: (No. Known)

2. Support Fabrication Operation Sheets (FOS’s): (Various)

3. Installation Operation Sheets (I0S’s) for above FOS’s:

(Various)



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-85-445-004
IN-85-445-X15

s o - — b — —— T ————— ] 408 e mn e R R T i Sen S T - A o — S S ot o — —— T ) U S — 4 N — et S0s T e Wt o7 o e —

DETAILS:

4, WBN-QCP 1.28 R4 ‘'"Preparation and Documentation of Seismic
Support Variance"

WBN-QCI 1.28 RO ‘“Preparation and Documentation of Seismic
Support Variance"

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:

Thia concern ia aubatantiated. The inveatigation involved
comprehensive review of handwriting samples (from vaulted gquality
records), reinspection of =suspect aupports and review of the
allegation investigation performed by TVA. In addition, during
the investigation several observations were mnade concerning
conditions that appear adverse to guality.

FINDINGS:

By comparing several sample signatures and initials of the
aupposed inapector and the alleged forger, 1t was determined that
there are handwriting characteriatics sufficient to indicate that
the initials and dates on the suspect documents were not prepared
by the supposed insapector. Without additional sgsuspect initials
and dates prepared by the alleged forger, it is not possible to
positively determine that the alleged forgeries were made by this
individual: however, there are characteristics sufficient enough
to conclude that the alleged forgeriea cgould have been prepared by
this individual.

Although TVA inveatigated thia incident (Ref: TVA inveatigation-
No. Known) and alaoc asubatantiated the allegation ( and indicated
that it waa aafety-related) no action waa taken concerning the
forged sasignaturesa. The TVA inveatigation centera around the
hardware adequacy aspects of the incident and does not adequately
addreas the fact that aomeone (not the inspector) signed an
inapection attribute illegally.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 QOF S

CONCERN NO: IN-85-445-004
IN-85-445-X15

DETAILS:

The TVA investigation report stated that *“thia allegation appears
to be an improper tranafer of initials,...'". However, there is no
objective evidence supporting a reason or need for a '"tranafer of
initials", thua rendering the asuspect initials and dates as an
intentional wrongdoing. The TYA inveatigation report sitea NCR
(No. Known) as the closure mechanism for thias allegation, yet this
NCR does not address illegal aigning of inspection attributea. In
addition, the NCR Block 4A statea that the welds were reinapected
and found tao be acceptable. However, no reinapection
documentation was found or referred to on the original F0S’s, and
the original F0S’a (with the indeterminate initials and datesa) are
atill the only recorda for these supports in the vault. Also,
block 44 of the NCR states that the two (2) F0S’s involved,
contained only one hanger each, when in actuality, the FO0S’s
involved a total of four (4) hangers, (two each?. A a result,
this renders the remaining two hangera indeterminate.

A review of the peraconnel file of the alleged forger (as
identified by CI) revealed that thia incident was never addressaed
to this individual in a documented format.

OBSERVATIONS:

i. There is no traceability between the F0S(a) and item(a)
inapected. Thia ia contrary to 10CFR30, Appx. B, Criterion
XVII,

2. With respect to item #1 above, an attempt was made to
identify the supporta associated with the FO05 sample. Aa a

reault, of 89 hangera fabricated on 13 randomly saelected
FOS’a only 41 hangera could be accounted for by the NSB
Instrumentation Group. This is contrary to 10CFRS50, Appx. B,
Criterion XVII.

3. Within the FOS mample, one vaulted FOS indicatea that two

474051-42 hangera were fabricated and inapected. However,
the attendent drawinga depict 47A051-424A hangers and
aomething aimilar to a 47A051-42C hanger. In addition, the

I0S drawing ahowa aomething different than all the above
typicals. This ias contrary to 10CFR30, Appx. B, Criterion V
& XVII.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OF S

CONCERN NO: IN-85-445-004

IN-85-445-X15

DETAILS:

Another vaulted FOS indicated that two 47A051-42 hangers were

fabricated and inspected. However, the attendent drawings
depict 47A051-42A hangers and again something similar to a
47A051-42C hanger. The I0S associated with this FQOS

("Material Deacription" section) callas for 2 each 47A051-42
hangera, vyet the drawing depicts something similar to a
47A051-42C hanger typical. Thia ia contrary to 1O0CFRSO,
Appx. B, Criterion V & XVII.

Itema 3 & 4 above, present the following queations:

a. Theae hangers are installed in safety-related
aystema and the typical details are designated asa
Seiasmic Category 1 atructures, therefore the
typicala as drawn have been analyzed for worat case
loads, moments and seismic effects. Have the
as-built configurations been so analyzed? If not,
thias is contrary to 10CFR50, Appx. B, Criterion
III.

b. For all typical aupporte throughout the plant,
where changea were made by the c¢raft, were
deviationa from the typicala analyzed for actual
loads, actual moments, and seismic effects, and was
this addressed in the Watts Bar responses +to
NRC-0IE Bulletins 79-02 and 79-147

NOTE: Itema 5S5a & Sb have resulted in the following
concern;: IN-85-445-X17.

Field verification of the random sample performed by ERT
Inveastigator and TVA I-QC Inspector, revealed that &6 of 7
supports inspected failed to meet acceptance criteria. Noted
discrepancies include:

Inaufficient weld

Incorrect material (atructural membera)

Supporta fabricated contrary to "typical' detail
No support variances for noted deviationsa

% N B

This i= contrary to 10CFR50, Appx. B, Criterion X.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT _ PAGE 5 OF 5

CONCERN NO: IN-85-445-004
‘ IN-85-445-X15

DETAILS:

7. Two vaulted FG0S’s (Ref. OBSYV #3 & 4) provide documentation
for instrument supports that appear to be similar to
47A051-42C typical supports. Thegse F0S5’s were signed and

dated 5-1-80, vyet the 47A051-42C typical did not exist until
6-24-81. This is contray to 10CFRS50, Appx. B, Criterion III,
Vv, X, XV, XVI, XVII.

CONCLUSION:

. Thia concern 1a subatantiated.

This conclusion is based on the following:

» Comprehenaive review of vaulted handwriting samples

= The TVA Allegation Investigation only marginally
addressea the forgery.

» An inveatigaton waa performed, but no formal accuasationsa

were made and the TVA Peraonnel File of the alleged
forger does not document thia incident.

Discrepancies noted on vaulted FOS documentsa
Diacrepanciea noted on I0S’a

Discrepancies noted during the field walkdown.

Support Variance Loga and Recorda do not aupport
deviationa noted during field walkdown.

E I I B



REQUEST FDR REPDRTQBILITY EVQLUQTION

Request No. IN 85 445 Q04 i
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Ideritification of Item IﬂVOlVEd:__&ﬁﬁmii(mt_ljmﬁtnmmnt Supparts _

(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

Model, etc.)

Descriptian of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,

sketches, etc. )

Construction of unapproved instrument supports.

Reason for . K Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets’if'ﬂéggssary)

A.  This - design or constructionz'defibiency;“ﬂWEwé‘“it to have
remained uncorrected, . could have affected adversely the safety
of operations of the nuclear power plant at ary: t1me throughout

the expected lifetime of the plant.

No Yes X If Yes, Explain:_Construction of unapproved

AND - e s : , S » R T TR

B.b This deffciency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance program conducted in
accordance with the requ1rements of Apperidix B T e o e d
No | _ Yes _35__ If Yes, Explain:_Quality 1nspectlon and a_gg;o_v_a;_

OR R f R S R S E

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final

design as approved arnd released for construction such that
design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in
safety analysis report or construction permit. Cent

No _____ Yes __x__ If Yes, Explain: _Construction of unapproved_
~Jostrument supports. ______ _ ———— e e
o

the
the

ERT Form M



REGUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION ‘

D, This  deficiercy represents a significant = deficierncy i
constructiorn of o significant damape to a structure, system or
component  which will reguire extensive evaluatian, externsive
redesigr, o extensive repair to meet the oriteria and bases
stated in the safety analysis report o construction permit o
to atherwise establish the adeguacy of the structuwre, systemn,
OF compavient o pertforn-its -dintended: safety funotion.

N Yes X If Yes, Explain: Construction of unapproved

instrument supports.

oR i -
E. This defncnancy 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:

1F ITEM 4R, RND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY
- HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUDDORTINB DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Cond:txon uas Ident:f:ed by: Cf:%ZZ;;;§24¢T’ ;&gg ’5’2@222_

ERT Group Manager - Phone Ext.

';52%22?/ e e ___-_-w;342::;2222{f_

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

ﬂcknouledgnent,of‘receipt by NSRS

Signed

ERT Form '



Request No. IN-85-=445-0Q4

Iden

Desc
sket

REQUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVALUATION

(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., 1i1f reported)

tification of Item IﬂVOlVEd=_Sehmdcjkm_I;&winuwmt_&umgnuL ______
{(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

, Model, etc.)
riptiaon of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
ches,etc.)

Inspection ‘and acceptance of unapproved and nonconforming instrument supports,

Reas

A

on for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

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. o -

_unapproved and nonconforming instrument supports. __ _

‘accordance with the requirements of Appendix-Ba+ @ "+

AND. : T - .
This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the quality assurance pyrogram conducte . in

R L

No _ Yes X If Yes, Explain:_Inspection and acceptance of

unapproved and poncenforming instrument. supports. Failure to identify ___ :

nonconforming copstruction during inspection, __ ———
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. ) P

No Yes X If Yes, Explain:_ Unapproved support design,

ERT Form M



P

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION , ’

Do Thas deficiency represents a significant deficiency i
- construction of o osigrificant damape to o a structure, system or
companent which will require extensive evaluat ion, extensive

redesion, o gxtensive repair to meet the coriteria and hases
stated 1nm the safety aralysis reocrt oo comstruct ion permit o

to octherwise establish the adequacy of the structuwre, systen,
Coor comparent-toapert form- its civtended safety function.

Neo ___Yes _ X If Yes, Explain: Inspection and acceptance of
-unappraved and_nonconforming instrument supports. _unapproved support design,
—<constructed and_installed, _ - - -

. OR -

- E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will regquire 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 VYes _____ If Yes, Explain:

AN
- —— -

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

This Condition was Identified by:

ERT Group Marager Phone Ext.
Lo -_ e L e e e .;W‘;-;:—“ ;_gé;ﬂ/—.—;—
‘ ' o RT "Project Manager Phone Ext.
' Aéknouledghent‘of receipt by NSRS | |
: - —— - Date ______ - Time _______
Signed ‘

ERT Form .



- REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. IN-85=445-00&
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., 1f reported)

(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)
Description of Problem (Rttach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc.)
Inadequate traceability from Q.A. record to items inspected.

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 arny time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

AND .
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
portion of the: guality assurance program conducted in <

accordance with_the requirements of Appendix B.

No Yes X If Yes, Explain:_Inadequate traceability from Q.A.:

_record to_items_inspected. _ e S

ORrR :

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 EVALURTION .

: D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiercy ir
e construction of oo sipni ficant damage to a structure, system o
component  which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, o extensive repair to meet the criteria  and base:
stated in the safety aralysis report or construct ion parmlt e
to obtberwise establish the adequacy of the thuctheq systen,

o comporant bor pert forn its intended qufy funct ian.
Neo X Yes If Yes, Explain:

—— — o

gR

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will reguire 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 QR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY

‘”ﬂﬂND—QARR THIS REQUEST AND SUDPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

.Thns Condntxon -as ldentxf:ed by: szzﬁ;;ékécdd - 3695‘ Q@/ ?/

RS d /A

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Qcknouledgment of receipt by NSRS

Date Time

— —— - — ——— —-— —————— e .

Signed

ERT Form .



. FIpAL

‘ REQUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVALUATION

i. Request No. IN-85-445-X15 e e
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

{Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.) :
3. Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches,etc.) :

RER<- g

Tllegal siegning of inspection attributes (forgery) - intentional wrongdoing.

4. Reason for Reportability:: (Use supplemental éheetg‘jf:ﬁécessary)

A. This design or construction deficiency, were ‘it to have

remained uncorrected, could have-affécted’adVergely the safety
of operations of the nuclear power plant atv any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant. :

No _____ Yes __X__ If Yes, Explain:_Illegal signing of inspection
‘M _attributes (forgery) - intentional wrongdoing. . ____ .
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any
pqrtion of the‘*quality assurance program conducted . in
V3. laccordance with:'the requirements of Appendix B. * ~° "~ 70
No _____ Yes __X _ If Yes, Explain:_Illegal signing of inspection

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.

If Yes, Explain:

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUARTION

D. Thais deficiency represents a osignificant de
construction of or significant damapge to & structu
comoonent  whioch will reguire externsive evaluatio
redesign, av extensive repair to meet the criteri
stated in the safety analysis report oo comsteucet i
to ocbtherwise establish the adeguacy of the struct

Lore compernent oo pecrtform 1ts - ivtended safety funct

ficiency: im
re, system or
Vi extensive
a and bhasews
an peroilt o
uire, systemn,
1) ST

N ___Yes _ X _ If Yes, Explain: Illegal signing of inspection

attributes (forgery) - intentional wromgdoing., .~~~
OR T |

E. Thisg deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will reguire extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to

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

or component

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

"IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D QR 4E ARE MARKED “YES",

IMMEDIATELY

HAND-CARRY THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

 This Condition was Identified by: __CQZ_%@' R

ERT Group Manager

Sy e

-

LS TIHE

I 27

Phone Ext.

"ERT b;OSect Manager

'Rcknouledgneht of receipt by NSRS

Signed

————— —

Phone Ext.

ERT Form .



TVA G4 (05-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85) W

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

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

pate : QEC 23 10RR

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. PH-85-014-002
Subject CONDUIT DISCREPANCIES
Concern No. PH-85-014-002

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.

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

recommendations by January 23, 1986. Should you have any questions,

please contact W. Pickering or W. Vadlamani at telephone 365-7134 or

365-9755 (WBN) respectively.

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes __ X No

‘ 7 ..

Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A-C
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. PH~-85-014-002
Subject CONDUIT DISCREPANCIES for action/disposition.

Signature Date

— D..c. 77 C Crnelanven Dacnde Danedanlas nam ths Danwnll Chviimnme Plam



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: PH-85-014-002

RECOMMENDATIONS

Q-85-014-002: Conduit Discrepancies

An NCR should be initiated to track and correct the conduit installations
noted in observations 1 and 2 of the investigation report.

Principally prepared by Bruce F. Siefken.



QUALITY

| TECHNOLOGY
‘ QlcC COMPANY
P.O. BOX 600 _ Sweetwater, TN. 37874 (615)365-4414
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

CONCERN: Inspector had documented some inspections with no physical
inspection of hardware. Occurred in Summer of 1984, work release on
conduit in Unit 1 +throughout plant. - Individual known who can
substantiate.
INVESTIGATION

PERFORMED BY: W. Pickering
K. Vadlamani

DETAILS

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: CONFIDENTIAL

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

TVA Genéral Construction Specification, G-40, Revision 7, dated 2/7/85,
"Installing Electrical Conduit Systems and Conduit Boxes," with
SRN-G-40-9, dated 2/1/85.

QCP-~3.03, Revision 18, dated 2/27/85, "Inspection of Electrical Conduit
. and Junction Boxes."
QCP-3.06-3, Revision

7, dated 4/26/85, "Inspection - of Cable
Termination." :



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued
DOCUMENTS REVIEWED, continued

WBNP Unit 1 Conduit and Grounding Drawings:

Drawing Revision Date
45N860-5 26 6/22/84
45N862-8 26 7/11/84
45W860-9 10 1/23/84
45N862~-10 35 1/31/85
45W862-19 21 3/28/85
45W862-15 20 Not Legible

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:

This concern, as stated, is not substantiated. The subject concern was
investigated from 6/28/85 to 11/15/85. The scope of this investigation
was to determine: 1) which inspector(s) was involved in submitting
inspection documents without actually performing the inspection, and 2)
which work releases were affected. A brief overview of the
investigation results are as follows:

1. Several interviews were held with the concerned individual and
these interviews did not reveal any specific inspector ’s name or
specific installations which were documented without an

inspection being performed.

2. Personnel interviews conducted during the course of this
investigation did not identify any particular individual’s name
relative to the subject concern.

3. Personnel interviews revealed that, some individuals had heard
jokes and rumors about other inspectors who would accept
inadequate conduit installations. No specific instances were

provided by the individuals who were contacted.

4. Work Releases pertinent to the concern were reviewed and a field
walkdown was performed.

5. The field walkdown inspections revealed inadequacies per the
acceptance criteria specified for conduit installations, and a
nonconformance report, NCR 6464, was generated.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS:

1.

Several initial attempts were made with the concerned individual
(CI) to obtain specific information relative to this concern. The
CI did not provide any name of individuals who might possibly
be involved in documenting inspections that they had not
performed. The CI claimed that the concern was originated £from
hearsay knowledge of conduit installation inspections in the Unit
1 Reactor Building which were performed during the Summer of 1984.
The CI indicated no witnesses were known.

Thirty (30) work release forms, generated during the Summer of
1984, were reviewed. Six (6) of these work releases were related
to conduit rework and QC inspections in the Unit 1 Reactor
Building.

A listing of all inspectors employed in the Electrical Quality
Control (EQC) Unit from June 1984 to the present time was
obtained, to compare the names referenced in the work releases
selected. The purpose of this comparison was to establish a list
of inspectors who could possibly have been involved in the
alleged 1inspections.

A further contact was made with the CI in which the 1list of
inspectors included in the work releases was presented to help

identify the alleged inspector(s). The CI did not identify any
of the inspectors listed as the alleged individual(s). Therefore,
it was. decided to interview all cognizant EQC personnel. The

purpose of this interview was to determine if EQC inspectors were
knowledgeable of any incident similar to the subject concern.
During these interviews no specific names and/or incidents
relative to the subject concern were revealed. However, some
of the 1interviewees indicated that they heard rumors in the
area of the subject concern, but nothing specific relative to
names and/or work affected. Some interviewees expressed that
they heard jokes about other inspectors, which would imply that
some 1inspectors would accept any installation in order to
maintain good management relationship. Based on the interviews
with the cognizant personnel, knowledge of specific incidents or
names of inspectors relative to the subject concern, were not
revealed or known.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued

Since no names or incidents were revealed, 1t was decided to
review and investigate all work releases applicable to the
conduit installation in the Reactor Building during the Summer
of 1984. This review indicated that 6 of the 30 work releases
that were selected for review, were relative to the rework of
conduits in the Reactor Building and are documented in
Attachment 1

EQC personnel had performed and accepted inspections of the
hardware identified 1in the six related work releases.

A walk down inspection of the six (6) work releases revealed
deviations/deficiencies which are documented in Attachment 2.

The deficiencies noted during the field verification were
initially listed on a reply memo, but was later decided by EQC
personnel to generate a Construction Nonconformance Report. (NCR
6464, Revision 0, dated 11/14/85).

During the review of work releases it was noted that
some of the work releases and corresponding inspection test cards
indicated that the inspection sign-off dates
were 1inconsistent. It appears that the work release inspection
sign off was accomplished without actually having or obtaining an
appropriate inspection test level card(s). Investigation of this
item revealed that the responsible engineer would not always
issue a work release and a corresponding test level card for
inspection, at the same time. Therefore, in the absence of an
appropriate inspection test level card, the inspectors would
document their inspections on some unofficial document and
release the work release by initialing and dating in the
appropriate block. Later, when the appropriate inspection test
level <card corresponding to a work release was received it
would be filled-out by the inspector. It was stated by cognizant
inspection personnel that the above practice is no longer
being implemented. The current practice is that any inspection
performed without an appropriate test level card (corresponding to
a work release) would be documented on an IRN, "Inspection
Rejection Notice" in accordance with QCI 1.2-1. The following
examples reflect the previous inspection documentation practice:



‘ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 5 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, 8, continued

a) W.R. 18473 was signed-off by the inspector on 6/30/84. The
inspection test document (Test 25B) was signed-off on 7/9/84.
Conduit 1-3VC-293-3448-B.

b) W.R. 19022 was signed-off by the inspector on 7/28/84. The
inspection test documents (Test 25B) were signed-off on
8/4/84 and 10/10/84. Conduits 1-2PM-293-6566-E and
1-1CR-293-4406

c) W.R. 18732 was signed-off by the inspector on 8/14/84 and the
inspection test document (Test 25C) was signed-off on 9/5/84.
Conduit 1-4PLC-293-1136-A

CONTACT WITH CI:

On 11/22/85, the CI was contacted to discuss the results of the subject
.investigation. The CI has no further question in the area of this
concern.

CONCLUSIONS:

The concern, that an inspector had documented inspections without
performing an inspection, cannot be substantiated. Even though this
investigation . could not decisively determine those inspections which
were documented without performing a physical inspection, it did
identify that some of the inspections documented in the area of the
subject concern were inadequate and did not meet the inspection
acceptance criteria listed in the applicable drawings and procedures.

This concern is not substantiated for the following reasons

1. The CI did not provide any specific inspector’s name or a specific
installation that was accepted by the alleged inspector(s) in the
manner that was expressed during the initial interview. The CI did
not provide any objective evidence relative to this concern.

2. Interviews with cognizant inspection personnel did not reveal any
specific information relative to the subject concern, other than
that there were some jokes/rumors about inspections performed by
some inspectors. )



RT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 6 OF 6

CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued
OBSERVATIONS:

The following are a list of observations made during the course of
field inspections:

1. A 1" flex conduit connected to a conax connector was found to be
loose, and requires torquing per site procedures.

Details: Location. RZ250 /716 ° Accumulator Room #3, Reactor

Building 1.
Instrument: 1-LT-3-164-A
Panel: 1-1.-184B
2. An unidentified, non-divisional conduit was observed, by the EQC
inspector, to be entering valve, 1-TCV-67-108-B. The field
configuration is as shown in detail "D15" Subdetail "M" of
drawing #45W862-15, Revision 20. There are only 5 "B" train

conduits specified and no non-divisional conduit is specified in

. the drawing.
Note: Observations 1 & 2 need to be addressed for corrective

action.

3. During the walkdown, a piping insulation on System 68
was found to have been damaged. Details of observations are as
follows:

WBNP Unit .: 1

Date of Observation: 10/25/85

System #: 68

Floor Elevation: 716 Feet

AZIMUTH: 73 Degrees

Building Location Heat Exchanger Room

Insulation Identifiers: 67-21,22,23,24

Item Damaged Insulation on pipe elbow located

4° to 5° above the grating.

This has been identified on NucPwr Engineering on 10/30/85 for
necessary corrective action.

_ PREPARED BY %\'%WJ\ /%'/w Vaﬂfw /Z//}/ )

= DATE

"

QEVIEWED BY é%i;/iz/m" / 2//7/?6/

DATE




WORK PLAN#

ATTACHMENT 1 OF 2
SHEET 1 OF 1
ERT FILE NO. PH-85-014-002
WORK RELEASES REVIEWED BY ERT

WBNP UNIT 1

4575
4471
4480
4225

E293B-09

4483

E293B-09

3768
?
E290E01
4451
4487
4411
4480
4411
4411
4540
4213
E290E01
4411
4487
E290E04
E290E01
4364
4359
4359
4393
E290EO01
4273
4273

INITIATION COMPLETION
SYSTEM WORK RELEASE # DATE DATE
68&30 19022 7/23/84 7/30/84
61 18473 6/19/84 9/30/84
77 18710 7/3/84 9/29/84
30 18732 7/6/84 8/4/84
293 18799 7/11/84 10/17/84
62,70,74 18627 6/24/84 7/26/84
293 18538 6/25/84 7/13/84
290 18260 6/6/84 7/6/84
293 18276 6/7/84 6/28/84
290 18598 6/27/84 8/3/84
293 18599 6/27/84 7/18/84
292 19004 7/20/84 7/25/84
292 19011 7/21/84 9/7/84
293 18854 7/12/84 8/1/84
290&293 18943 7/19/84 8/5/84
290 18961 7/20/84 8/3/84
43 19014 7/22/84 8/28/84
293 18661 6/30/84 7/25/84
290 18614 6/28/84 7/12/84
292 19056 7/25/84 8/6/84
290 19149 8/1/84 9/21/84
290 18724 7/5/84 7/30/84
290 18820 7/10/84 7/19/84
65 18436 6/18/84 6/27/84
292 18392 6/14/84 8/9/84
292 18391 6/14/84 8/8/84
290 18689 7/2/84 10/31/84
290 18613 6/28/84 7/12/84
292 18603 6/27/84 8/31/84
292 18602 6/27/84 7/6/84



ATTACHMENT 2 OF 2
SHEET 1 OF 2

ERT FILE: PH- 85-014-002

RESULTS OF FIELD WALKDOWN INSPECTION

Work Release
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size :
Procedure
Findings
Results

Work Release
Location :
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size :
Procedure
Findings :
Results

Work Release
Location
Coordinates
Conduit Number:
Size :
Procedure
Findings
Results

Work Release
IRN

Location :
Coordinates :

Conduit Number:
Size ' :
Procedure
Findings
Results

19022

RB1

AZ 340 Degrees/El.716°
AZ 038 Degrees/E1.716°
1-2PM-293~6566-E

3/4"T

QCP 3.03 rev. 17

Damaged Flexible Conduit
Unsatisfactory

19022
RB1
AZ 20 degrees/E1.703°

AZ 18 degrees/E1.703°
1-1CR-293-4406

3/4"1

QCP 3.03 Rev. 17

None

Satisfacory

18710
RB1 :
AZ 279 degrees/El1.716°
1-3VC-293-1404-B

3/4" 1
QCP 3.03 Rev. 17
Conduit Installed is 1"I
Unsatisfactory

18627
REC. 138
RBR1
AZ 301 degrees/El1.716°
AZ 333 degrees/El.716°
1-4VC-293-1498-B
1 1/2"1
QCP 3.03 Rev. 17

Conduit not identified as it enters the

Unsatisfactory

wall.



ATTACHMENT 2 OF 2
PH-85-014-002
SHEET 2 OF 2

4. Work Release
IRN
Location
Coordinates
Conduit Number:
Size :
Procedure
Findings

Results

5. Work Release
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size :
Procedure
Findings

6. Work Release
Location :
Coordinates :
‘Conduit Number
Size :
Procedure
Findings
Results

18473

GLR 133

RB1

AZ 300 degreees/El. 756  or 803"

1-3VC-293-3448-B

2"1T

QCP 3.03 Rev. 17

(a) Span violation near 2-JB-293-TEE-B END, i.e.,
between 1lst and 2nd support relative to Tee,
is found to be 1174"

(b) Field identification of the conduits at Tee
is incorrect. The actual field condition

indicates conduits 3448B 3455B
3460B
instead of 3448B 3465B
3460B
Unsatisfactory
18732

RB1

AZ 250 degress/E1.738°

R537 10 3/4"

1-3PLC-293-1136-A

2"1

QCP 3.03 Rev. 16

(a) Flex conduit is loose and needs torquing;

(b) Respective penetration not identified;

(c) lst support with respect to penetration not

identified;

(d) Violation of dimension "A" per drawing
47A056-102, i.e., "A" is found to be 32" in
the field.

18799

RBl1 - Accumulator #3
AZ 250 Degrees/El. 725°
1-3T7-293-3792

1 1/2" 1T
QCP 3.03,Rev. 17
None

Satisfactory



REQUEST FOR REPORTARILITY EVQLUQTION

Request No. PH 85 014-002
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved:s i
{(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)

Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,

sketches, etc.)

Inspectors had documented some inspections with no physical inspection of

hardware. Occurred in mid-1984 - work release on conduit,

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 «c any time throughout
the expected 11fet1me of the plant. -

No . Yes X If Yes, Euplain: Defective conduit 1nsta11at10ns

ggg;d create fallure of safety-related cables which could Jeopardlze safe

operations of the plant.

B. This defiEiency represents a significant breakdown in any

portion of the quality assurance program conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Appendix B. . = R )

and_is_a_violation of Criterion X, L L
OR : S . e Ce

C. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in final
design as approved arnd 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:

e s e e e e i it et e g o e o o A o et e o T Yo e ) A o S

ERT Form M



Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION .

D. Thig deficiency represents a significant deficiercy in
construction of o significant damaoe te a structuwre, system or
component which will require extersive evaluation, extensive

redesigr, oo extensive repair to meet the oriteria amd bases

stated in the safety arnalvsis raport or comstruction oermit or

to atherwise establish the adequacy of the structuwre, aystem,

e Cmmmﬁnent o pert form its irternded safety furnct icm.

N X _Yes If Yes, Explain:

oR - T
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:

- —r - ———

IF ITEM 4A,  AND 4B OR 4C QR 4D DR 4E ARE MARKED "YES" IMMEDIATELY
HRND—CRRRY THIS REQUEST AND SUDDDRTINB DDCUMENTQTIDN T0 NSRS

This Condition was Identified by: __(// % | ?brf#_ é{

7 ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
S @/ﬂ%ﬂrh .
, v ERTVDPOJECt Mana . Phone Ext! .
ﬂckbdwledgment'of receipt by NSRS
Date Time

Signed




NRE

TVA €A (0S-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M@ mov’andum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
. TO : H. L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant
FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K

mre : UEC23 1985

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. XX-85-028-001

Subject HP ADJUSTMENT OF RWP RADIATION EXPOSURE ALLOWANCE

Concern No. XX-85-028-001

and associated prioritized recommendations for your

action/disposition.

. It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached
Priority 2 [P2] recommendation by January 17, 1986. Should you
have any questions, please contact R. C. Sauer at telephone 2277.
Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes No X

Director, NSRS/Designee

RCS:JTH
Attachment
cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
R. J. Griffin, SQN, E-18
G. B. Kirk, SQN
D. R. Nichols, E10Al14 C-X
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
H. S. Sanger, WBN
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C

J. H. Sullivan, SQN
o W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)




NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: XX-85-028-001

RECOMMENDATIONS

X-85-028-001: Correction of Deficiencies with Identified 1984 Radiation
Work Permits :

Correct or provide justification why discrepant Health Physics QA records
involving 1984 RWP timesheets should not receive corrective action. In
addition, provide NSRS those program measures Health Physics has taken to
better account for RWP timesheets as inferred in the OBSERVATIONS portion

‘ of the QTC report and how these measures will prevent recurrence of the
problems identified with the 1984 timesheets. [P2]

G e D0t

Prepared by /a/zc/;53/ u Reviewed by /z/za/yj/




QUALITY

TECHNOLOGY
<} (: COMPANY
P.O. BOX 600 . Sweetwater, TN 37874 (615)365-4414
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 14

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

CONCERN: While at another TVA facility individual was exposed to the
maximum amount of radiation. RWP was adjusted by Health Physics to
reflect an increase in radiation allowance. '

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: G. Pohlmann

T. Hough
M. Shannon

DETAILS

Personnel Contacted:

Documents Reviewed or

References:
A. Radiological Control Instruction RCI-14 Revision 3 dated 6/27/84
B. Radiological Control Instruction RCI-3 Revision 19 dated 5/13/85
C. Radiological Control Instruction RCI-10 Revision 19 dated 8/23/84
D. Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 1 dated 9/75
E. ANSI N45.2.9 - 1974
F. Administrative Instruction AI-7 Revision 33 dated 6/1/84
G. 10 CFR 19 Revision 1/82
H. 10 CFR 20 Revision 1/82
I. Special Instruction MS/DCU-6 Revision 0
(No date available)
J. Radiation Work Permits (RWP)/RWP timesheet 1logs/RWP timesheets

issued for year 1984 (See Microfilm - TVA Roll Nos.
743,744,745,746,747,748, and 749).



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT : PAGE 2 OF 14

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION:

The concern is not substantiated. A review of the Radiation Work Permit
(RWP) timesheets did not indicate that the concerned individual (CI)
was exposed to the maximum amount of radiation.  In order to verify the
CI’'s total radiation exposure, a review was performed on
Thermoluminescent Dosimeter (TLD) badge reading data and personal
dosimetry data, both supplied by Health Physics.

This investigation took place from August 8, 1985 to October 19, 1985.

FINDINGS:

RWP timesheets for September/October, 1984, were reviewed. Eighteen of
the RWP timesheets involved the CI entering into a radiation work area.
Of the eighteen timesheets, none indicated that the CI was exposed to
the maximum amount of radiation. A review of personal dosimetry data,
obtained from Health Physics, was used to verify that the CI had not
exceeded maximum allowable dosages on any of the RWP timesheets. TLD
badge reading was also obtained and the information presented, further
verified that there was not any evidence of the CI being overexposed.

The CI was contacted and shown the applicable RWP timesheets. The CI
was made aware of discussions with Health Physics and the procedural
requirements that apply to the timesheets, (Radiological Control
Instruction RCI-14). The CI pointed out that the concern centered
around item 2 of the special instructions of the RWP timesheet, Form
TVA 7903A (DNP 8-84), which states "Do not exceed MREM per entry or
50% of RAD* without Health Physics approval." *(RAD meaning "Remaining
Allowable Dose"). One of the RWP timesheets presented to the CI did
indicate that the exposure requirements under item 2 on the RWP
timesheets was changed (writeover). It should be noted that the
writeover on this RWP timesheet was not handled in accordance with site
procedures. Reference Observation Number 5.

The CI questioned why Health Physics would change the " MREM per
entry" requirements once they were listed on the RWP timesheet. The CI
was made aware of the procedural requirements for Health Physics to
modify the special instruction requirements as work conditions changed.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 14

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, CONTINUED

FINDINGS, continued

Although the change (writeover) was made to the RWP timesheet, the CI
was not put in a situation that would have allowed him to be exposed to
the maximum amount of radiation. This is evidenced by the fact that
the CI did not violate the exposure limits on a "per entry" basis.

The concerned individual expressed an understanding of the information
and agreed with what was presented.

OBSERVATIONS:

During the course of the investigation, it was observed that most of
the RWP timesheets for the year 1984, contained discrepancies. Listed
below are requirements from Administrative Instruction AI-7 and
Radiological Control Instruction RCI-14 which apply to the RWP
timesheets.

It must - be noted that the discrepancies listed were discussed with
Health Physics and that there was no evidence of any corrective action.
Health Physics indicated that they were unaware of any corrective
actions taken to enforce the requirements of site procedures relative
to the completion and handling of the 1984 RWP timesheets. However,
Health Physics did point out that they were aware of the problems and
that steps were taken in 1985 to better account for the RWP timesheets.
Reference RWP 02-1-85116, timesheets 0002, 0003, and 0004 as examples.

I. Administrative Instruction: AI-7:
A. Paragraph 3.1: Quality Assurance (QA) Records

"Those records which furnish documentary evidence of the
quality of items and of activities affecting quality of the
CSSC. For the purposes of this instruction, a document 1is
considered a QA record when the document has been completed.’
QA records may be in the form of originals, =xerox copies,
microfilm, or computer tape or disc. QA records are valid
only if stamped, initialed, signed, or otherwise
authenticated and dated by authorized personnel.”



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OF 14

. CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS,

continued

OBSERVATIONS, continued

I.

IT.

Administrative Instruction AI-7, continued

B.

Paragraph 4.2 A:

"Records shall be traceable to the individual(s) responsible
for their preparation and shall provide adequate
information to permit identification between the record and
items or activities to which they apply."

Paragraph 4.2 B:

"Records shall be typed or written  in ink
(preferably black) and shall be 1egib1e."

Paragraph 4.2 F:

"Corrections to QA records are permitted and
shall be accomplished by drawing a single line through errors
in the record and affixing the persons initials making the
correction and date adjacent to each correction.
Supplemental information shall also be initialed and dated."

Radiological Control Instruction RCI-14:

A.

Section IIXI. I:

"The RWP and RWP timesheet are QA documents
and must be treated as such."

Section V. C.4:

"The Health Physics representative shall
total each worker’s time and dose received in the area, and
calculate and record all MPC hours and noble gas skin dose
according to Health Physics HPSIL-8." ‘

Section VI. G.6:

"Each employee entering an RWP area shall
record his name (signature should be used), social security
number, section, craft, and date of entry on the appropriate
RWP timesheet. The employee shall also record the time and
his dosimeter reading in the proper spaces each time he
enters and exits the work area."
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ITI. Continued
D. Section VII. B.1l:

"Upon termination of an RWP timesheet, the
Health Physics Shift Supervisor will review the white copy
for technical accuracy and completeness. Completeness
includes totaling individual exposure, time, skin dose and
MPC hours, and verifying Health Physics HPSIL-8 requirements
have been met. The Health Physics Shift Supervisor shall
also verify that all RWP timesheets are accounted for and no
duplicate numbers have been issued, indicate review and
approval by signature, and forward the form to the ALARA Data
Processor."

Listed below are the types of discrepancies that were noted during the
investigation and examples of each.

(1)

RWP

timesheets which contains incorrect information. This

violates the intent of AI-7 paragraph 3.1 and RCI-14 Section

VITI.

A.

B.1
RWP 02-2-00250 No. 0009:

See date under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record". First four
dates are transposed (i.e., 2/10 in lieu of 10/2).

RWP 02-2-00257 No. 0018:

See "Job Description” which states in part "...work
according to attached drawing..." Drawing is not attached or
referenced on microfilm.

RWP 02-2-00630 No. 0161:

See last page of timesheet - "Total MREM rec d" not shown.
RWP 02-2-00731 No. 0002:

See second page of timesheet which states “names on back"
under "signature of worker" - there are no names shown.
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DETAILS, continued

II.

(2)

continued

RWP timesheets contain information which is incorrectly
transferred from another RWP timesheet making them technically
inaccurate and incomplete. This violates the intent of AI-7
paragraph 3.1 and RCI-14 Section VII B.l.

A. RWP 02-2-00253 No. 0082 (Ref. RWP 02-2-00253 No. 0056):

On timesheet 0056 an employee had two entries which totaled
up to 8 MREM (5+3) received. When the information was
rewritten on timesheet 0082, both entries were recorded
showing only a total of 5 MREM received.

RWP timesheets that contain information which is not directly
traceable to the activity it represented. This violates AI-7

-paragraph 4.2.A.

A. RWP 02-2-00234 No. 0030:

See the third page of the timesheet which indicates RWP
02-2-00234 No. 031.

B. RWP 02-0-0046 No. 0040:

See the third page of the timesheet which indicates RWP
02-1-00413 No. 0011.

C. RWP 02-0-00576 No. 0131:
See Microfilm 000747 sheets 0275 and 0276 which are filed

with RWP 02-0-00576 No. 0131. No traceability exists for
these two sheets.

RWP timesheets that are missing or unaccounted for. This
violates RCI-14 Section VII.B.l.
A. . RWP 02-1-00142 No. 0289.

Timesheet 0289 is not present on the microfilm. A review of
the timesheet log for RWP 02-1-00142 does not indicate that
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IT.

(4)

(5)

continued

A. continued

timesheet 2089 is part of RWP 02-1-00142. However, RWP
02-1-00142 contains timesheets up to number 0291. The
discrepancy between the existing timesheets and the RWP
timesheet log are identified in Observation 7H and 71.

B. RWP 02-2-00630 No. 0167:

See timesheet log for RWP 02-2-00630.
C. RWP 02-0-00917 No. 0004 through 0014:

See timesheet log for RWP 02-0-00917
RWP timesheets which contain writeover that are not initialed and
dated, improper corrections, or timesheets that are illegible.
This violates AI-7 paragraph 4.2.B and 4.2.F and RCI-14 Section
VII.B.1.

A. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0005:

See "Date" and "In/Out" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" -
writeovers.

B. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0009:

See "Date" and "In/Out" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" -
writeovers and improper corrections.

C. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0010:

See "Special Instructions" and "In/Out" under
"Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record - writeover.

D. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0016:

See "In/Out" wunder "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" - improper
correction.
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II.

(5)

continued

continued

continued

E.

RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0023:

See "Radiological Information" and "In/Out" under
"Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" - writeovers and improper
correction.

RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0030:

See "System" on the upper right hand corner of timesheet and
"In/Out" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" - 1improper
correction and writeover. :

RWP 02-2-00244 No. 0006:

See "In/Out" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter (D) Record" -
writeovers.

RWP 02-2-00250 No. 0030:
See "Protective Requirements" - writeover (Obliteration).
RWP 02-1-85116 No. 0008:

See Page 1 - Left side illegible.

See Page 4 - Right side illegible.

See "I.D. No. (S1,MR,WP)" on lst. page - improper correction.
See "Special Instructions" - improper correction.

See second page - improper corrections and writeovers under
each section.

See "In/Out" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" on third
page - writeover and improper correction.

RWP 02-1-85116 No. 0011:

See "Special Instructions” and "In/Out" under
"Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" - writeover.
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II.

(6)

(7)

continued

RWP timesheets which contains information or requirements that
have been changed after the RWP timesheet has been sent to the
Health Physics Shift Supervisor for review and approval, thus
making the quality of the record indeterminate. This violates
the intent of AI-7, paragraph 3.1.

A. RWP 02-2-00257 No. 0018:
See '"Protective Requirements," "Special Instructions", and
"Radiological Information" - all information changed

10/17/84, report was returned to H.P. on 10/15/84. All
personnel entries took pace prior to 10/16/85.

B. RWP 02-2-00635 No. 0001:
Per the RWP timesheet log and RWP timesheet - it was issued
on 10/14/84. On 12/3/84 the issue date on the timesheet was
changed to 10/13/84.

RWP timesheets that do not agree with the RWP timesheet logs.
Note: Although the RWP timesheet log is not considered a QA
record by procedure, the information the log sheet provides,

helps to account for the timesheets in the file.

This violates the intent of AI-7 paragraph 4.2.A.

A. RWP 02-1-00111 No. 0001 and 0002:

RWP timesheet 1log shows an issue date of 8/12/84 for
timesheets 01 and 02. Timesheet 0001 indicates an issue date
of 12/31/84. Timesheet 0002 indicates issuance of 3/5/84.
(No. 0002 was originally RWP 02-1-00142 timesheet 0055.)

B. RWP 02-1-00114 No. 0043 and 0044:

RWP timesheet log shows an issue date of 8/12/84 for
timesheet 0043 through 0050. Timesheet 0043
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DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(7) B. continued

indicated an issue date of 3/25/84. (No. 0043 was
originally RWP 02-1-00114 timesheet 0007 then changed to
RWP 02-1-0142 timesheet 0066). Timesheet 0044 indicates an
issue date of 3/16/84. (No. 0044 was originally RWP
02-1-00142 timesheet 0101). :

C. RWP 02-1-00115 No. 0012:
RWP timesheet 1log shows an 1issue date of 2/24/84 for
timesheet 0012. Timesheet 0012 indicates an issue date of
12/31/84.

D. RWP 02-1-00134 No. 0019:
RWP timesheet 1log shows an issue date of 2/26/84 for
timesheet 0019. Timesheet 0019 indicates an issue date of

. 8/12/84.

E. RWP 02-1-00134 No. 0037:
RWP timesheet log shows an issue date of 3/3/84 for timesheet
0037. Timesheet 0037 indicates an issue date of 8/12/84.

F. RWP 02-1-00134 No. 0130:
RWP timesheet 1log shows an issue date of 8/12/84 for
timesheet 0130. Timesheet 0130 indicates an issue date of
3/2/84. (No. 0130 was originally RWP 02-1-00110 timesheet
0016 then changed to RWP 02-1-00103 timesheet 0048).

G. RWP 02-1-00134 No. 0134:
RWP timesheet 1log shows an issue date of 10/7/84 for
timesheet 0134. Timesheet 0134 indicates an issue date of
12/31/85.

H. RWP 02-1-00142 No. 0286 through 0288:

RWP timesheet log does not indicate that these reports exist

in the file.
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II. continued
(7) continued
I. RWP 02-1-00142 No. 0290 and 0291:
RWP timesheet log does not indicate that these reports exist
in the files.
J. RWP 02-1-0164 No. 0026 through 0034:
Timesheets 0026 through 0034 do not match the information
found on microfilm file 00744 2056.
Note: There are two (2) timesheet logs for timesheet 0026
through 0034 with different information.
K. RWP 02-2-00200 No. 0173:

RWP timesheet 1log has timesheet 0173 lined out (as 1if it
were voided or not used). However, microfilm file 000744 -~
2751 contains timesheet 0173.

RWP 02-2-00210 No. 0014 and 0017:

RWP timesheet 1log has timesheets 0014 and 0017 1lined out
(Note on log sheet states: "It appears that #'s 14 & 17 were
not issued"). Timesheets 0014 and 0017 can be found on
microfilm file 000744 3694 & 000744 3699.

Note: RWP 02-2-00206 timesheet 0003 was originally RWP
02-2-00210 timesheet 0014.

RWP 02-2-00211 No. 0008 through 0015:

RWP timesheet log does not indicate that these reports exist
in the files.

Note: There are two (2) timesheet logs in the file for RWP
02-2-00211 with different information.

RWP 02-2-00215 No. 001l6:

RWP timesheet 1log shows an issue date of 10/5/84 for
timesheet 0016. Timesheet 0016 indicates an issue date of
11/3/84. (No. 0016 was originally RWP 02-2-00242 timesheet
0054).
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IT.

(7)

(9)

continued
continued
O. RWP 02-2-00220 No. 0003 through 0005:

RWP timesheet log shows issue dates of 10/2/84, 10/11/84 and
10/26/84 for timesheets 0003, 0004 and 0005, respectively.
Timesheets 0003, 0004, and 0005 all indicate issue dates of
12/31/84.

RWP timesheets which contain errors in the technical data making
them incomplete records. This violates the intent of AI-7
paragraph 3.1 and RCI-14 Section VII.B.l

A. RWP 02-1-00103 No. 0063:

RWP timesheet 0063 was issued on 2/26/84 and returned on
3/6/84. An employee signed in on the "register" on a date of
4/2 (Note: Employees signed-in on 3/2 above this entry and
signed-in on 3/3 below this entry).

B. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0030:

RWP timesheet 0030 indicates addition errors in the "Total
MREM Rec’d." column. One employee’s "Total MREM Rec’'d" is
listed as "2" MREM, while his dosimetry reading indicates
"50" to "70" and "70" to "72" MREM - thus giving him a total
dose of 22 MREM. Another employee’s "Total MREM Rec’d" is
listed as "43" MREM, while his dosimetry reading
indicates "25" to "42" and "0" to "8" MREM, giving him a
total of 25 MREM.

- RWP timesheets which have information, relative to individual

exposure rates, lined out. The RWP does not indicate if this
information was transferred to another RWP or if this information
was considered "void". It must be noted that one of the lines
contained exposure information. This makes the completeness of
this record indeterminate.

A. RWP 02-1-00102 No. 0163.
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IT.

(10)

(11)

continued

RWP timesheets which have the employee’s name, social security
number, section craft, and time/dosimeter record recorded by
someone other than the employee. This violates the intent of
RCI-14, Section VI. G.6.

RWP 02-2-00225 No. 0014.
RWP 02-2-00247 No. 0005.
RWP 02-2-00247 No. 0020.
RWP 02-2-00630 No. 0169.

Administrative Instruction AI-7 Paragraph 3.1 states 1in part

"...0A records are valid only if stamped, initialed, signed or
otherwise authenticated and dated by authorized personnel.”

Contrary to this requirement, Radiological Control Instruction
RCI-14, Section VII.B.l requires only the signature of the Health
Physics Shift Supervisor for review and approval of the RWP
timesheet. The Shift Supervisor is not required by RCI-14 and
does not date the form.

(12) RWP timesheets are not traceable from front to back or to each
sheet within a given timesheet. This makes the acceptability of
the records indeterminate. Examples of this are as follows:

A. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0005.

B. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0016.

C. RWP 02-2-00250 No. 0009.

D. RWP 02-2-00630 No. 0161.
CONCLUSIONS:

This concern is not substantiated.

This cohclusion is based on the following:
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PREPARED BYZ %M’ /C/ZZ/gf/

RWP timesheets involving the CI did not indicate that the CI
was exposed to the maximum amount of radiation.

TLD Dbadge réading data and personal dosimetry data supplied
by Health Physics did not indicate any overexposures at any
time for the CI.

The RWP timesheets, as noted in the observations, contain
inaccurate/incomplete or missing information, improper
corrections, inconsistencies in the handling of the records,
accountability errors, and procedural noncompliance, all of
which make the status of the RWP timesheets indeterminate.
These observations must be addressed by TVA.

DATE

REVIEWED W% A e

7/ DATE
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portion of the quality assurance program conducted  in
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.-design does not conform to the criteria bases stated in  the

safety analysis report or construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:
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Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
‘ TO : H.‘L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant
FROM : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, E3A8 C-K
DATE : LL« 24 g85

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. I-85-772-SQN
Subject SNUBBERS NOT INSTALLED PER DESIGN DRAWINGS
Concern No. XX-85-070-007

No response or corrective action is required for this report. It is
being transmitted to you for information purposes only. Should you have

any questions, please contact R. C. Sauer at telephone _2277 .

‘ Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes No _ X

a0

Director, NSRS/Designee
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R. J. Griffin, SQN E-18
G. B. Kirk, SOQN
D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
J. H. Sullivan, SQN
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)
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II.

III.

BACKGROUND

A Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS) investigation was conducted to
determine the validity of an expressed employee concern as received by
the Quality Technology Company (QTC)/Employee Response Team (ERT). The
concern of record, as summarized on the Employee Concern Assignment
Request Form from QTC and identified as XX-85-070-007, stated:

Sequoyah, Sept. 1984 Unit 2: Installed snubbers are not per
Design Drawings (115 Drawings Involved) and no rework has been
scheduled except a request to include this in 1986's budget.
Nuclear Power Concern. C/I has no further information.

No further information was requested from the ERT follow-up group.

SCOPE

A. The scope of this investigation was determined from the concern of
record to be two specific issues requiring investigation:

1. On unit 2, are there widespread instances where installed pipe
snubber supports do not agree with the associated design drawing
and there has been no concerted effort to correct?

2. 1If these exist, what is the safety significance of such a
situation?

B. To accomplish the investigation, NSRS reviewed construction hanger
inspection records, IE bulletin responses, NUC PR correspondence,
and FCRs related to changing the 47A053 series support drawings.
Two mechanical maintenance engineers (Individuals A and B) were
interviewed concerning the number of drawings effected and the
process of resolving drawing discrepancies.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. Requirements and Commitments

1. NQAM, Part II, Section 3.2, "Plant Modification, After
Licensing."

2. NQAM, Part III, Section 1.1, "Document Control."

2. NRC Regulatory Guide 1.33, "Quality Assurance Program Require-
ments (Operations).”

B. Findings

1. The integrity of piping supports for safety class piping systems
2-1/2" and larger has been confirmed by the extensive reinspec-
tion program and corrective actions carried out to implement IE
bulletin 79-14 (over 4000 supports per unit) (refs. 8 and 9).
From the nature of the stated concern and discussions with
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cognizant personnel, it was determined that this concern related
to seismic supports for safety class process piping 2" or less
as delineated on typical support drawings of the 47A053 series.

The 47A053 series of support drawings detail "typical” seismic
supports for process pipe 2" and less as designed by the Office
of Engineering (OE). Deviations from these design drawings,
when encountered during installation by the Office of
Construction, were documented on Support Variance Sheets
(Attachment A of ref. 7) and approved by OE. The actual
configuration for these typical supports, therefore, was either
that shown on the appropriate 47A053 drawing (when there were no
variances) or the appropriate 47A053 drawing as amended by its
associated Support Variance Sheet.

During routine inservice inspection and/or surveillance testing
activities, NUC PR identified numerous instances on units 1 and
2 where the operational configuration did not agree exactly with
the design drawings. These discrepancies generally related to
clarification of "hot" and "cold" setting dimensions (which
could not easily be determined during design) and other
locational measurements. To prevent confusion and provide
clarification for future inservice inspection and surveillance
testing, NUC PR initiated a program for drawing update to
provide better base-line drawings.

For unit 2, twenty-nine. FCRs have been prepared by NUC PR which
effect 128 snubber supports. However, these were placed on hold
and not processed until money was budgeted (funded) for the
required drawing revisions and engineering analysis. Reference
5 provided an estimate of the work scope and requested Design
Services to budget for the task in order to complete all 47A053
snubber drawings in fiscal year 1986.

Individuals A and B, when interviewed, stated that even though
the installed supports in many cases are different from the
typical design supports shown on the drawings, they are
acceptable since Support Variance Sheets were prepared and
approved for each in accordance with applicable construction
procedures (ref. 7). 1Individual B stated that the primary
reason for generating a new drawing for each of the supports
which reflects the as-constructed condition is to eliminate
future confusion as to exact configuration when performing
inservice inspections or surveillance testing of snubber
supports.

. - Individual B stated that actual rework or modification of the

installed supports is not anticipated since the discrepancies
are minor, but some design reanalysis may be required.

A random sample of seven supports was reviewed for documented
Support Variance Sheets. Variances were found for five. For
the other two, only minor dimensional changes were involved such
as clarification of hot and cold settings and other locational
measurements.
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Iv.

8. 1Individual A is presently reviewing the unit 1 snubber supports
and making sketches which will be used to prepare FCRs similar
to the unit 2 effort. This work is also scheduled for
completion in FY 86 (ref. 5).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The concern of record was substantiated by virtue of the fact that
several snubber supports are known not to be installed exactly like the
typical design drawings, and no rework has yet been done. However, it
appears that no safety issue exists since variances for these supports

‘have been reviewed and approved by engineering. The supports are

acceptable and the as-constructed drawings, when prepared, will provide
clarification for future use.
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DOCUMENTS REVIEWED IN INVESTIGATION I-85-772-SQN
AND REFERENCES

TVA Topical Report (TVA-TR75-14), Rev. 3, Section 17.2.3, Modification
Control

NRC Regulatory Guide 1.33, Rev. 2, Feb. 1978, "Quality Assurance
Program Requirements (Operations)"

NQAM, Part II, Section 3.2, Rev. 12/31/84, "Plant Modifications: After
Licensing"

SNP Administrative Instruction (AI) - 19 (Part IV) Rev. 12, dated
October 31, 1985, "Plant Modifications: After Licensing"

Memorandum from P. R. Wallace to H. B. Rankin dated March 27, 1985.
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant -~ Design Change Request (DCR) 1246,
Engineering Change Notice (ECN) L6237 - As-Constructed 47A053 Series
Snubber Drawings (S53 850326 956)

NQAM, Part III, Section 1.1, Rev. May 2, 1985, "Document Control -
Mechanism for Requesting Correction of Drawing Discrepancies"

SNP Construction Procedure No. P-30, Rev. S5, dated May 26, 1981,
“Fabrication and Installation of Seismic Supports”

Letter from L. M. Mills, Manager, Nuclear Regulation and Safety, to
James P. O'Reilly, Director NRC Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, dated July 9, 1981, Final Response to IE Bulletin 79-14
for Unit 2 (A27 810709 005)

Preliminary Report CEB-84, no date, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Report on IE
Bulletin 79-14 SQN/Unit 1, prepared by Civil Engineering Support
Branch, EN DES
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
‘ TO : H. L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant

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

DATE

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. XX-85-038-001

Subject CORRECTION OF IDENTIFIED CARBON STEEL/STAINLESS STEEL

SEPARATION DEFICIENCIES

Concern No. XX-85-038-001

and associated prioritized recommendations for your

action/disposition.
. It is requested that you respond to this report and the attached
Priority 2 [P2] recommendation by __January 17, 1986 . Should you
have any questions, please contact R. C. Sauer at telephone 2277.
Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes _ X No
fﬂ/fbw
Director, NSRS/Designee
RCS:JTH
Attachment

cc (Attachment):
R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
R. J. Griffin, SQN E-18
G. B. Kirk, SQN
D. R. Nichols, E10Al4 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
J. H. Sullivan, SQN
W. F. Willis, E12Bl16 C-K (4)

» TTrT O o - [ ¢ IS DU & R



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: XX-85-038-001

RECOMMENDATIONS

X~-85-038-001: CORRECTION OF IDENTIFIED CARBON STEEL/STAINLESS STEEL
SEPARATION DEFICIENCIES

Evaluate and correct noted deficiencies identified in the Observations
section of the QTC report. Provide NSRS with plans and schedule for
corrective action.

In addition, a reportability determination should be made of the noted
deficiencies identified in Corrective Action Report (CAR) SQ-CAR-85-10-015
as a result of the QTC requested walkdown. [P2]

Principally prepared by R. C. Sauer.



QUALITY
TECHNOLOGY
QIC\ COMPANY

P.0. BOX 600 o SWEETWATER,TN. 37874 (615)365-4414
ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 5

CONCERN NO.: XX-85-038-001

CONCERN: SEQUOYAH - 1976; Stainless steel pipe permitted to
contact carbon steel structural steel with no stainless steel
insert ("Shim"); if the structural steel is painted with a
particular paint that prevents chemical reaction. This paint can

be rubbed off by hand and is throughout the plant.

Investigation
Performed by: Michael p. Mills

Details:

Individuals Contacted: confidential

Documents Reviewed:

General Construction Specification #G-55 Rev. 4
Technical Instruction TI-70 Rev. 3

General Drawing Notes 050 Series

Maintenance Instruction MI-10.14

Process Specification 4.M.1.1 Rev. 9

Standard Practices Manual SQA - 45

summary of Investigation:

The first item of concern (paint used in lieu of stainless steel

shim for carbon steel/stainless steel separation) is
substantiated, however, the separation criteria is documented and

allowed by site procedures and instructions. No violation or
discrepency exists. :

The second item of concern (paint used for carbon steel/stainless

‘ steel can be rubbed off) is not substantiated. This determination
is based on a walkdown which failed to identify this problem on
any carbon steel hangers which supported stainless steel pipe.
This investigation was begun on 9-13-85 (7 man days) .



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 5

CONCERN NO: XX-85-038-001

DETAILS:

Findings:

This concern addressed activities which occurred in 1976. The
investigation compared procedures and instructions which existed
in 1976 and followed the evolution of these instructions and
procedures to the present. The concern also stated two (2)
specific points; (1) 1In those situations where carbon steel
hangers support stainless steel piping, paint was often used 1in
lieu of a stainless steel insert (shim material) to provide
separation and; (2) The paint used to provide separation of carbon
steel hangers and stainless steel piping could be rubbed off by
hand (This implies that any hanger/pipe movement could result 1in
the protective barrier being removed.)

Several procedures and instructions were reviewed to determine
what was required and/or allowed in the area of carbon steel -
stainless steel separation. It was noted that Construction and
Nuclear ©Power utilize different procedures specify which address
the same activities (Ref "Documents Reviewed"). The construction
procedures were reviewed for the fabrication and installation
phase of the hangers, and the Nuclear Power Procedures reviewed
for the maintenance aspects (repair, paint touch-up, etc.).

A review of Process Specification 4.M.1.1 Revision 9 (Material
Fabrication and Handling Requirements) Austenitic Stainless Steel,
lists the following as acceptable methods of separating carbon
steel hangers from stainless steel pipe: '

3.1.4.2 Carbon steel brackets, hangers, lugs, or other
connections shall not directly contact stainless
steel components of safety-related systems. This
may be prevented by one of the following methods:

a. ~ Austenitic stainless steel shim wrapping
between carbon steel and stainless steel.

b. Silicon coating applied to carbon Steel
material prior to its contact with
stainless steel. An acceptable coating is
Thermalox 70 Silicon Coating (W.R. Grace

and Company).



. ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 3 OF 5

CONCERN NO: XX-85-038-001

DETAILS:

c. Paint applied to the carbon steel before its
contact with stainless steel. Such paint
shall be low in halogen content and
suitable for the operating temperature of
the stainless steel. Total halogens shall
be 1less than 1000 ppm and leachables no
more than 100 ppm for chloride and no more

than 100 ppm for fluoride.

For temperatures less than or equal to 750
degrees F., one such satisfactory paint 1is
inorganic zinc when procured to the
requirements of PF-1067.

Paints that have been shown to meet these
requirements previously are listed below.

. Ameron D-6

Carboline CgzZ 11
Dimetcote EZ
Dimetcote EZ IIA
Mobil Zinc 7

d. Stainless steel weld metal buildup on carbon steel.

This general -wording is reiterated in Technical Instruction TI-70
(para 9.10, Rev. 9). 8Several other documents were reviewed (see
"Documents Reviewed") and all support the use of paint in lieu of
stainless steel shims or stainless steel build-up on carbon steel

hangers.

On 9-18-85, a meeting was held with Doug Craven
(Supervisor-Quality Assurance) where both the concern and
observations noted during this investigation were presented. Mr.
Craven offered to provide any assistance required, and directed
that a walkdown be performed by the Quality Department. This

walkdown was done per a checklist which included ERT
"Observations" (see the Observation section of this report) and
the second item of concern (paint being rubbed off).

The SQNP walk-down results were reviewed. As a result of this
. walk-down, the following documents have been generated:



‘ ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 4 OF 5

CONCERN NO: XX-85-038-001

DETAILS:
* Corrective Action Report (CAR) SQ-CAR-85-10-015 (See
Attachments "Al and A2")
* Drawing Change Request (See Attachments "Bl thru B6")
* Maintenance Request (MR) A-562956 (See Attachment "C")
Observations:

The first phase of this investigation involved the review of
pertinent documentation and personnel interviews to determine
carbon steel/stainless steel separation requirements. During this
review phase, several observations were made:

* Several employees stated that TVA would sometimes use
black paint over the inorganic zinc to make it "look
better." There is no document which allows 1inorganic
zinc, which is used for the separation of
carbon/stainless steel, to be covered with any other
paint.

* Several employees stated that the stainless steel pipe

had overspray in some places. This is in violation of
TI-70 Rev 9, para 8.2.1.3 (pg 13) and para 9.10.1 (pg
$28).

* TI-70 (Cleaning & Decontamination of Plant Equipment)
references SQA~-45, part III, sect. 1.6, for acceptable
separation of material. SQA-45 has been revised and
part III, sect 1.6 no longer exists.

* There 1is no documentation to indicate carbozinc and
carboweld are equivalent, even though carboweld is
required by Construction "050" drawing notes and

carbozinc was used instead.

Conclusions:

The first item of this concern is substantiated in that:

* The concern is true as stated.
.Even though this concern is substantiated, no discrepency or

violation exists and no further action is recommended.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 5 OF 5

CONCERN NO: XX-85-038-001

DETAILS:

The second item of this concern (paint rubbed off) was not
substantiated in that the walkdown performed by the SQNP Quality
Assurance Department failed to identify any examples of this
problem.

ot
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ATachmsnT “ARXY

| l0-015
ATTACIDMENT TO SQ-CAR-85-G9%-

Stainless steel piping for Systems 62, 03, 87, 72, 77, 718, and 67 has
been partially coated wich black enamel, Phenoline 305, 3y Carbozinc 11
paint in numerous areas of the auxiliary building.

A Y
Stainless steel safety related piping has been allowed to contact black
enamel paint (unapproved per SQALG0) which has been applied to piping

supports. Examples: Systems 87, 62, 63, 72, 77, 78, and 67.

System 67 stainless steel piping has been allowed teo contact carbon
steel (piping supports) material without the addition of an approved
barrier material (approved protective coating, stainless steel shim,
silicon coating, or stainless steel weld bulldup).

Material which is unapproved per SQAL60 (masking tape) was found
applicd to a system 72 pipe in the auxiliary building, unit 2, 714
elevation, penetration room.

Corrective action should address not only correction of the listed
examples, but also the identification and correction of other similar
problems.
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. XX-85-038-001
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)
2. TIdentification of Item Involved: Carbon Steel/stainless steel interface

(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)
3. Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos, sketches, etc.)

Stajinless steel pipe cupported by carbon steel hangers with no stainless |

stee] insert if the hanger is painted with inorganic zinc. This paint can

be rubbed off hy hand and is used throughout the plant

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 operations
of the nuclear power plant at any time throughout the expected
lifetime of the plant.

NOo X _YES 1f 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 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 __g__ of 2

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, 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, Explain:

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 X 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: ;f%?g::ﬁgg;szd géf;; ¢%ﬁéi£

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
ERT Project Managel/ Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment receipt by NSRS

W Gt Date /f/ZS/A‘:s’ Time /Y30

Signed

ERT Form M
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. XX-85-038—001
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Coating of Stainless Steel Piping

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

Identification of Item Involved:

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

(observation) SS piping for System 62, 63, 87, 72, 77, 78 and 67 has been

partially coated with black enamel, Phenoline 305 or Carbozinc II paint in

numerous _areas of the auxiliary building

Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheets if necessary)

A. This design or comstruction 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: Black enamel, phenoline 305 and

carhozinc I1 have not been approved for application to SS pipe and

could lead to possible defects in the pipe.

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: Unapproved coating material has been

used on stainless steel pipe without properly being identified by

inspection. Criteria X & Xy

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
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

' D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in comstruction 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. S

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

No X Yes If Ygs; 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: ﬁMaf 265 -

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

| &%\%Kﬁ 26 St

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowleifiizzfgf receipt by NSRS :
/7 / L~ Date /3—/25/25/ Time / </5D

Signed

ERT Form M
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. XX-85-038-001
(ERT Concermn No.) (ID No., if reported)

TIdentification of Item Involved: Masking tape on pipe
(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)

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

(observation) Material which is unapprnvéd per SQA160 (masking tape)

was found applied to a system 72 pipe in the auxiliary building, unitgg,'

714 elevation, penetration room.

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 yis X If Yes, Explain: Unapproved material (masking tape)

which may be high in haloaens and chlorides can cause contamination

of stainless steel pipe

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: Unapproved material has been allowed

to come in contact with SS without being jdentified through the inspection

or nonconformance system. Criteria X & XV

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 y Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

—_ ERT Form M
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D. This deficiency represents a significant deficiency in construction of or
significant damage to a structure, system OY 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 y Yes If Yes, Explain:

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 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: Cff:>ZZZ§:7:é%:;Q5/ /R Sl e Y s

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

O Lons Z)Z;f_ W

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of/feceipt by NSRS

/7/ Date _'/2/25//55/ Time /5/30

Signed

ERT Form M




4.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

XX-85-038-001

Request No.
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

Identification of Item Involved: Stainless Stee] in contact with Carbon Steel
(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)

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

(observation) System 67 stainless steel piping has been allowed to contact

carbon steel (piping supports) material without the addition of an approved

barrier material (approved protective coating, ctainless steel shim gilicon

coating, or stainless steel weld buildup)

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
1ifetime of the plant.

NO YES X If Yes, Explain: Continued contact of SS with CS

material will cause cantamination af ctainless plpe_thxg_u,g,h_ga.pbgn—

impregnation:.

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 y  If Yes, Explain: S5 pipe_was allowed to contact cS

material without being identified through the inspection or nonconformance

system, Criteria X & XV.

or

C. This deficiency represents 2 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.

PEESAIY

No X Yes 1f Yes, Explain:

—_— ERT Form M
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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 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 deficlency represents a significant deviation from pexrformance
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 functiom.

No y Yes If Yes; Explain;

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

¥ _
This.Condition was Identified by: (%/%p/ B8 - Wé9/

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

O %w“;j/z\, 3 Yy

ERT Project Manage Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of) receipt by NSRS

/7[,’:, e~ Date /7-/23/5( Time /<30

Signed

ERT Form M
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3.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

Request No. XX-85-038-001
(ERT Concerm No.) (ID No., if reported)
Identification of Item Involved: Stainless Steel pipe in contact with enamel paint.

(Nomenclature, system, manuf., SN, Model, etc.)
Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos, sketches, etc.)

Lgb<ervation\ ctainless steel piping has been allowed to contact unapproved

hlack enamel paint which has been applied to piping supports. Exampies:

Systems 87, 62, €3. 72, 771, 18, and 67.

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
1ifetime of the plant.

NO YEs X If Yes, Explain: continued contact of the SS pipe with

the black enamel paint could lead to possible defects in the pipe i.e.

1G6SCC

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 Y __ If Yes, Explain: Stainless steel pipe was allowed

o _contact unapproved black ename] paint, without properly being jdentified

by the inspection ov nonconformance prodram, Criteria X & XV.

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



D.

"No X Yes. If Yes;_Explain;

Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

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

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

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.

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

, y _
This'Conditipn was Identified by: ff;;%7€;7f%Z;t(f/ i;ésiffe%éfz

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.
&Mm’ Jre 365 s/

ERT Progect Mana r Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment /0f receipt by NSRS

W Date /2/55/(35/ Time ~Z¥30

Signed

ERT Form M
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