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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37902

400 West Summit Hill Drive, E3A8

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 transmitted, please contact
M. A. Harrison or B. F. Siefken at FTS No. 856-6328 or 856-6230, respectively.

Sincerely,

. 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
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

8512310167 851226
PDR ADOCK 05000390
A PDR

Add:
AD - J. Knight (ltr only)

EB (BALLARD)

EICSB (ROSA)-

PSB (GAMMILL)

RSB (BERLINGER)

FOB (BENAROYA):

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Page No.

12/26/85
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S
ORG REPORT U

DATE A
RESPONSE C

C

** 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-XO5
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-X13
IN-85-439-003
IN-85-445-004
IN-85-445-008
IN-85-445-010

IN-85-445-013
IN-85-445-X15S 85-457-001

85-465-002
85-472-002

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

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/O FUSE
FIRE PROTEC HYDRO TE
WORK W/O WORKPLAN

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

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.
.T.
.T.
.T.

.F.

.T.

.T.

.F.

.F.

.F.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.F.

.F.

.F.

.T.

.F.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.F.

.T.

..F.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.F.

.F.

.T.

.F.

.F.

07/24/85 T
11/26/85 T
09/23/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

11/18/85
09/11/85 F
09/05/85 T
09/05/85 T

/ /
07/30/85 F

/ /
/ /

09/13/85 T
/ /
/ /
/ /

07/26/85 T
/ /
/ /

12/06/85 T
11/29/85 T

/ /
09/24/85 T

/ /
11/25/85 T
07/24/85 T

/1/
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

11/14/85 T
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

07/24/85 WELDING
12/10/85 SECURITI
09/23/85 WELDING
/ / HANGERS

08/05/85 MATERIAL
11/20/85 ELECTRIC

/ / WELDING
/ / HANGERS
/ / DESIGN
/ / CIVIL

09/05/85 DESIGN
09/05/85 DESIGN
11/12/85 DESIGN
/ / HANGERS

07/09/85 TESTING
10/03/85 DOCUMEN'
09/13/85 CONSTRU(
11/22/85 WELDING
11/12/85 CONSTRU
12/11/85 CONSTRU(
07/26/85 MATERIAl
07/09/85 WELDING
/ / ELECTRI(

12/10/85 QA
12/10/85 WELDING
12/18/85 DESIGN
10/10/85 OPERATIC
10/04/85 OPERATIC
11/27/85 OPERATIC
07/24/85 WELDING
08/09/85 HANGERS
10/03/85 WELDING
/ / WELDING

10/30/85 CONSTRUC
/ / QA

10/30/85 CRAFT
/ / WELDING

10/16/85 HANGERS
/ / QA
/ / OPERATIC

11/20/85 HANGERS
/ / QA

11/29/85 ELECTRIC
/ / TESTING
/ / QA

AL

T
CTI

CTI
CTI

L

CAL

)NS
)NS
)NS

,TI

)NS

,AL

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

KEY
WORD



Page No.

12/26/85
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER

IN-85-544-002

IN-85-581-002

IN-85-612-X07

IN-85-671-002

IN-85-676-001

IN-85-682-005
IN-85-684-001
IN-85-688-002
IN-85-688-004
IN-85-770-002
IN-85-770-003
IN-85-770-X07
IN-85-778-X07
IN-85-795-001

85-795-002
85-845-001

85-847-006

IN-85-850-002
IN-85-853-X02
IN-85-858-001
IN-85-897-001
IN-85-913-004
IN-85-915-003
IN-85-965-001
IN-85-977-001
IN-85-977-002
IN-86-055-003
IN-86-068-002
IN-86-081-001
IN-86-087-003
IN-86-087-004
IN-86-090-001
IN-86-090-002
IN-86-090-003
IN-86-098-001
IN-86-102-001
IN-86-102-002
IN-86-103-001
IN-86-103-002
IN-86-112-001

86-134-002
86-135-003

i-86-143-002
IN-86-155-004
IN-86-167-005
IN-86-167-X06

SUBJECT INVEST DATE S

ORG REPORT U

B

VIOLATION OF PROCEDU ERT

WLDRS NOT QUAL ELEC

WELDER CERTIF FALSIF

NOT ISSUING IRN/WRN

DISAGREE W/TVA POLIC

MGT ALLOW INSP HARAS

DEFECTIVE TUBE STEEO

INADEQUATE TVA PROCE

PREVENT OF CORRECTIV

PROC FOR CER NOT PER

UNCERTIFIED WELDERS

WELDERS CERT FALSIFI

WELDER CERT CARD FAL

COMPRESS FITTING

COMPRESS FITTING
SYS43 UNIS NOT ACHD

CRFT SUP ALW UNAP PL

QUANTITY VS. QUALITY

VIOLAT TVA PROCEDURE

QUANTITY VS QUALITY

INEXP CRAFTSMEN

CONSTRUCT VIOLATIONS

DRAWING CONTROL

WELDOR CER BACKDATED

TAPE NOT REPL ON RCS

DOCUMENT OF TCS/SIS

HYDRAZINE SPILL

RETUBIN OF HEAT EXCH

INADEQ PLANT SYS STA

DELAY IN CARS/DRS
DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST

DIFFERENCE IN Q-LIST

DELAY IN CARS/DRS

SIS APPROVAL W/O REV

DELAY IN CAR/DR

REQ FOR CONDUIT INSU
NO ATTACH D/CONDUIT

NO ATTACH D/CONDUIT

REMOVAL OF INSULATIO
USE OF TOOLS NOT DOC

IRN POLICY

NSRS
ERT/OGC

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

ERT

ERT

ERT/OGC

ERT/OGC

ERT

ERT
NSRS

NSRS
NSRS

ERT

NSRS

NSRS
NSRS

NSRS

ERT

NSRS

NSRS
NSRS
ERT

NSRS

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

NSRS

LINES NOT INSPECTEDD NSRS

WELDER CERT BACKDATE ERT

WELDS MAY NOT INSPEC

WELDER REQUAL BACKDT

WELDER CERT CARD FAL

NSRS

ERT

ERT/OGC

10/23/85 .T.
10/17/85 .T.

10/24/85 .T.
12/03/85 .T.
10/31/85 .T.
11/27/85 .F.
09/16/85 .F.
12/18/85 .T.

12/09/85 .T.

10/24/85 .T.

09/26/85 .T.

10/24/85 .T.

10/24/85 .T.

08/07/85 .T.
08/07/85 .T.
12/04/85 .F.

10/29/85 .T.

11/07/85 .F.
10/12/85 .F.
12/09/85 .T.
11/07/85 .T.
11/26/85 .F.
10/22/85 .T.
10/24/85 .T.
10/10/85 .F.

10/03/85 .T.

10/17/85 .T.
11/05/85 .T.

11/19/85 .T.

12/09/85 .T.
10/04/85 .T.

10/04/85 .T.
12/09/85 .T.
10/17/85 .T.
12/09/85 .T.
10/11/85 .T.
10/14/85 .F.

10/11/85 .T.

11/13/85 .F.
12/12/85 .T.
12/03/85 .T.
12/09/85 .T

10/24/85 .T.

10/22/85 .F.

10/24/85 .T.

10/24/85 .T.

DATE A
RESPONSE C

C

12/16/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /
1 /
1//
1 /
/ /
//1
1//
1//
/ /
//1

10/07/85 F
10/07/85 F

1//
/ /
/ /
/I/
1//
/ /
1//
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

12/09/85 T
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

•/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

DATE

INVEST

CLOSED

12/23/85

10/17/85
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

09/16/85

12/24/85
/ /
/ /

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

11/12/85
10/18/85

/ /
11/12/85

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

10/16/85
/ /

11/15/85
/2/
/ /
/ /

/ /
10/22/85

/ /
/ /

KEY

WORD

QA
CONSTRUCTI

WELDING

CIVIL

QA

QA
MATERIAL

QA
QA
WELDING

WELDING

WELDING

WELDING

INSTRUMENT
INSTRUMENT
CIVIL

QA
QA
QA
QA
CRAFT

QA
DOCUMENT

WELDING

QA
DOCUMENT

OPERATIONS

MAINTENANC

OPERATIONS

QA

QA
QA
QA

OPERATIONS

QA

HANGERS
CONSTRUCTI
ELECTRICAL

CONSTRUCTI

OPERATIONS

QA

HANGERS

WELDING

WELDING

WELDING

WELDING



Page No.

12/26/85

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST DATE S DATE A DATE

ORG REPORT U RESPONSE C INVEST

B C CLOSED

IN-86-210-001 H
IN-86-221-004 C
IN-86-226-001 H
IN-86-259-004 I
NS-85-001-001 I
NS-85-004-001 I

PH-85-003-021 E
PH-85-006-001 C
PH-85-012-001 I
PH-85-014-002 I
PH-85-018-001 I
PH-85-022-001 C
WI-85-003-001

WI-85-003-X02
85-013-003
85-016-001 1

-85-055-001
WI-85-056-001
** Subtotal **

** 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

EAT EXCH TUBES INAD ERT

LEANERS NOT APPVD NSRS

ARAS FOR REP QC NSRS
NADEQ CABLE PULL NSRS
NACCUR WELD INSPECT ERT

NADEQ ORIFICE PLATE NSRS

•NG EVAL NOT CONDUCT NSRS

'HANGES TO 050 NOTES NSRS

:NSPECT OF WELDS ERT

:NSPECT NOT PERFORMD ERT/OGC

•UDIT FINDS WITHHELD ERT
)RIFICE PLATES ERROR NSRS

FALSE WELD CERTF CRD ERT

VELDER CERT CARD FAL ERT/OGC

INSPECT THRU PAINT ERT

PROCEDURE VIOLATIONS ERT

WELDER RECERTIFICATI ERT

NOT FOLLOW CODE REQU ERT

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

IN-85-216-001 WELDING SEQUENCE

IN-85-217-001 CONDENS POTS, #1

IN-85-246-001
IN-85-281-001
IN-85-281-003
IN-85-415-002

IN-85-439-006
IN-85-460-003

IN-85-460-X05
IN-85-485-X01
IN-85-534-001

85-601-001
85-616-001

-85-802-001
IN-85-845-002
IN-86-064-001
IN-86-122-001

INSUFFNT MOVEMT/NVR

DIFFUSER FLOW

TRNSM NOT READ SAME

CONCRETE ERCW LINES

SUBSTD WEAK CONCRETE

GOUGE IN LINE, i#

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

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
ERT

NSRS

ERT

ERT

ERT

NSRS

ERT

NSRS
NSRS

NSRS
ERT

ERT
NSRS

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

NSRS

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

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.F.

.T.

.F.

.F.

.T.

.T.

.T.

.T.
,F,

.T,

,T.

/ /
12/06/85 T

/ /
/ /

09/27/85 F'
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

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

/ /
/ /

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

/ /
/ /

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

/ /
/ /

09/24/85 T
/1/
/ /
/ /
/ /

10/16/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

/ /
12/12/85

/ /
11/04/85

/ /
/ /

10/16/85
08/09/85
07/19/85

/ /
07/10/85

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

10/02/85
10/02/85

DESIGN

MATERIAL

QA
ELECTRICAL

WELDING

DESIGN
QA
HANGERS

WELDING
INSPECTION
QA
DESIGN
WELDING

WELDING
WELDING
CIVIL
WELDING

WELDING

/ / HANGER:
/ / TESTIN(

07/22/85 ELECTR:

/ / HANGER

07/11/85 DESIGN
/ / WELDIN(

10/10/85 ELECTR:

/ / WELDIN(

07/14/85 DESIGN

08/09/85 DESIGN

07/25/85 DESIGN

12/10/85 DESIGN

07/11/85 MECHAN:

/ / CIVIL

10/17/85 MECHAN:

/ / WELDIN(

/ / CIVIL

/ / DESIGN

10/09/85 QA

10/16/85 OPERAT:

/ / DESIGN

/ / HANGERI
12/18/85 EQUIPM]

10/16/85 MATERI

S
G
ICAL
S

G
ICAL
G

ICAL

[CAL

IONS

ENT
AL

KEY
WORD



Page No.

12/26/85
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE

ORG REPORT U RESPONSE

B

IN-86-259-003 PVC CONDUITS BROKEN NSRS

XX-85-020-001 SQN/ECNS APPLICABILI NSRS

** Subtotal **

12/03/85 .F.
11/19/85 .F.

12/06/85
11/19/85

ELECTRICAL

OPERATIONS

** MILESTONE:

IN-85-001-002
IN-85-016-001
IN-85-021-003

IN-85-027-002
IN-85-052-008
IN-85-064-001
IN-85-086-001
IN-85-108-001

85-113-003
85-140-001

4 85-142-003
IN-85-186-004
IN-85-211-001
IN-85-221-001
IN-85-337-002
IN-85-346-003
IN-85-352-001
IN-85-388-006
IN-85-424-004
IN-85-424-006
IN-85-453-007
IN-85-463-007
IN-85-465-001
IN-85-493-004
IN-85-501-001
IN-85-532-004
IN-85-532-005
IN-85-534-002
IN-85-540-001

IN-85-543-002
IN-85-554-001
IN-85-579-001
IN-85-612-006
IN-85-671-004
*85 -705-001

85-725-X14
85-725-X15

IN-85-778-001
IN-85-824-002

IN-85-845-004

3 5% POWER
WELD ROD CONTROL

BROKN CONCRE AT PLAT

BACKDATE CERTF CARDS

COMPUTER ANALYSIS

PROCED FOR WELD RODS

SPRAY ON SHUTDN BDS

STM GEN MATERIALS

SYS 68 PIPING

ERT

NSRS/ERT

ERT

ERT

ERT

NSRS
ERT

ERT

WELDER CERTIFICATION ERT
OPER WATCH VS PAPER NSRS

UNFOLLOWED WORK PLAN NSRS

BOARDS IN ELEC PANEL ERT

ERCW LINE LEAK NSRS

IMPROPER VALVE OPER ERT

WELD ROD CONTROL ERT

WELD CERTIFICATIONS ERT
UPDATE WELD CERTIFIC ERT

HEAT CODE TRACEABILI NSRS
STMFIT PERFM WELDING ERT

ACCOUNT OF WELD RODS
INADEQ CERTF OF WELD

DELAY IN DOCUMT DRWS

LINES CLOSE TO HANGR

INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC
UNUSED WLD RDS DISPO

WELDER RECERTIFICATE

RECERT W/O VERIFICAT

FIRE PROT LINES

INADE WELD CERTIFICA

INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC
INCOMP STAIN STEL LN

INCOMPLETE WELD

INADEQ WELD CERTIFIC

WELDS NOT PROP INSPE

UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE

INADQ RECERT PROG

TEST PLATES INADQ

WELDER CERTIFICATION

UNAPPROV BEND PROCED

IMPROPER WELDING

ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS

ERT
ERT

ERT

ERT

NSRS
ERT

ERT
NSRS

ERT

ERT

NSRS

ERT

ERT
ERT

ERT
ERT

NSRS

07/10/85
08/05/85
08/19/85
08/01/85
07/10/85
06/28/85
07/10/85
07/12/85
07/10/85
08/30/85
12/03/85
07/05/85
06/27/85
07/05/85
11/27/85
09/26/85
09/26/85
07/03/85
11/27/85
11/27/85
08/19/85
11/22/85
07/30/85
09/26/85
09/03/85
09/26/85
09/26/85
10/22/85
09/26/85
09/26/85
09/03/85
12/03/85
09/26/85
10/22/85
09/28/85
11/05/85
11/05/85
09/26/85
08/23/85
10/10/85

/ /
/ /
/ /

11/20/85 F
12/16/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /

11/12/85 T

10/16/85 T

/2/
09/23/85 T

/ /
09/23/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /

07/26/85 T
/1// /
/ /
/ /

08/09/85 T
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

10/18/85 T
/ /

07/06/85 WELDING
08/04/85 CIVIL

/ / WELDING

/ / DESIGN
/ / WELDING

06/28/85 ELECTRICAL
07/10/85 MATERIAL
07/12/85 MATERIAL

11/20/85 WELDING
10/16/85 OPERATIONS

/ / CONSTRUCTI
09/23/85 ELECTRICAL
06/27/85 MECHANICAL

09/23/85 OPERATIONS

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

07/26/85 MATERIAL

/ / WELDING
/ / WELDING

/ / WELDING
11/27/85 DOCUMENT

09/08/85 MECHANICAL

10/03/85 WELDING
/ / WELDING

10/03/85 WELDING

10/03/85 WELDING

10/22/85 DESIGN

10/03/85 WELDING

10/03/85 WELDING
09/03/85 CONSTRUCTI
/ / WELDING

10/03/85 WELDING
10/22/85 WELDING

/ / CONSTRUCTI
/ / WELDING
/ / WELDING

10/15/85 WELDING

10/30/85 QA
10/16/85 WELDING

DATE

INVEST

CLOSED

KEY

WORD



Page No.
12/26/85

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE
ORG REPORT U RESPONSE

B

IN-85-850-004 WORK W/O OFFC APPROV
IN-86-055-002 LEAKING PIPE
IN-86-083-003 PRODUCTION VS QUALIT
IN-86-119-001 INADEQUATE CONDUITS
IN-86-169-001 CONDUIT HEAT DAMAGED
IN-86-173-001 DESIGN CALCULATIONS
IN-86-205-001 ERCW UNSUITABLE
IN-86-259-006 INADQ SEPAR OF CABLE
IN-86-262-003 EXCEED MAX PULL TENS
IN-86-268-003 IMPROPER INSTAL CABL
IN-86-291-007 SECURITY CLEAR PERS
PH-85-001-002 INST LNS SLOPE PROB
WI-85-053-003 IMPORP WELDING DOCUM
WI-85-053-006 TEST DIR NOT QUAL
WI-85-054-003 DRAINS PLUGGED UP

Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 5 100% POWER

IN-85-010-004 FIRE PROT PIPNG DSN
IN-85-021-002 SYS77 DRAINS IN FLR
IN-85-218-001 APPROVAL OF AS-BUILT
IN-85-407-001 INACCURATE Q-LIST
IN-85-688-003 VALIDITY OF CRIT SYS
IN-85-945-001 ELEC MANHOLES DISORG
IN-85-998-002 IRN PROG NEEDS IMP70
IN-86-087-002 EFFECT OF QA D'T'
** Subtotal **

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

ERT
ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

12/19/85
11/22/85
12/05/85
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

.12/03/85

11/19/85

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

09/20/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /

/ /
/ /

08/22/85 T
/ /
./ /

/ /

/ /
/ /

12/24/85
11/27/85

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

12/11/85
/ /

11/04/85
/ /
/ /

09/23/85
/ /
/ /

11/27/85

09/24/85
08/30/85
08/22/85

/2/
,, /
/ /

/ /
11/21/8 5

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

DESIGN
DESIGN
INSTRUMENT
DESIGN
DESIGN
-LECTRICAL
QA
QA

** 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

6 01/01/86
UNQUALIFIED P "'S'N7

UO/SAFTY R-,LA-- Qv•P
VALVE OPER T"A T'"'
FIREPROOPIA7 -'

.
ATP

NO PORT WEL- •

NO PORT OVENS

PASS OF WELD -C'D

PASS OF WELD 70D

LINER OF ERC2 '"TI•

DAMAGED INST 7771"7
CLAIRTY IN PRO=TDU7D

ELECT JUNCTION BOX-=

ELECT JUNCTION nOff,"

RRT

PRT
NSRS
NRRT

PRT

1\ qR~S

Niq PS

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
1.1/26/85
11/26/85

/ /
/ /

11/25/85 T

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

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

/2// /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

10/22/85
/ /
/ /

CONSTRUCTI

OPERATIONS

OPERATIONS

DESIGN
WELDING

WELDING

WELDING

WELDING
MECHANICAL
CONSTRUCTT
OPERATIONS

ELECTRTCAr

ELECTRICAL

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

KEY
WORD



Page No.
12/26/85

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

PMPT.OYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCL-A" 'O.PrRT ATORY COMMISSION LISTING

INVEST DATE S
nr 'REPORT U

B

DATE A
RESPONSE C

C

** Subtotal **

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

REDHDS •/•ien' 08/15/85 .T.

** MILESTONE: 6 1ST REFUEL

IN-85-211-002 ERCW LINE NO- !7mA"'iA, mqRS

IN-85-234-001 REQUIRE17 7"0P t7tln Pnn FRT
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 185-166WBN

86-145-002 CONCRETE LINING APAP "SOP

Subtotal**

**MILESTONE: 6 IN85-052008

EX-85-021-001 INADEQUAT ACCOUNTABI -,,Pm
** Subtotal **

10/03/85 .F.
11/27/85 .T.

1.01/03/85 .F.

1.11/27/85 .T.

// / / CIVIL

MECHANICAL
WELDING

/ MECHANICAL

/1 WELDING

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-113003

EX-85-021-002 VERIFI PROCESS/-ELn
IN-85-426-002 INADEQ WELD CER-TPIT
IN-85-815-001 CERTIFICATI OF WELDR
IN-85-835-002 WELDING CERTIFICATIO
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-140001

IN-86-208-001 SI REQ TO MUCH TIME NSRS
** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-150001

IN-86-167-001 NO TRACEABIL OF RODS ERT
** Subtotal **

DMILESTONE: 6 IN85-352002
IN-85-441-003 NO PORT WELD OVENS ERT

12/17/85 .T.

11/27/85 .T.

/ OPERATIONS

/ / / / WELDING

/ / WELDING 1

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

KEY
WoRn

ERT
ERT

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

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

WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING

QTC NUMBER

11/27/85 .T. / /



Page No.

12/26/85
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S DATE
ORG REPORT U RESPONSE

** Subtotal **

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-406001

IN-85-445-002 UNAUT ACCS TO WLD SY ERT

IN-85-458-007 CHNG OF WELD STATUS ERT

** Subtotal **

08/27/85 .T.
08/27/85 .T.

08/27/85 WELDING

08/27/85 WELDING

** MILESTONE: 6 IN85-415002

IN-85-196-004 INPROP INSTAL PIPING

IN-85-442-XI2 LINING LOSS IN PIPE

IN-85-589-001 LINER ON ERCW LINE
IN-85-713-004 CONCRETE LIN IN PIPE

S85N-8ubtota2 GOUT LINER/SAFTY HAZ

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

NSRS

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

10/16/85

/ /
I1I

MATERIAL
MECHANICAL
MECHANICAL

MECHANICAL

MECHANICAL

** 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

185-964-003
IN-85-964-XO6

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"

IN-86-014-001 EXCESS SI ON EQUIPME

IN-86-108-001 DRAWINGS NOT CURRENT

NSRS
ERT

NSRS

NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
ERT
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
N SRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

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

I/I
I//
I/I
i//
//I
//I
I//
I/i
I//
I/I

07/25/85 T

09/26/85 T
/ /
I//
I/i
/ /
i//
/ /
I/I
/ /
/ /

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

/ /

11/29/85

/2/
07/25/85

/ /
/ /
/ /

07/2 9/8 5

/ /
/ /

12/12/85
10/17/85
12/12/85
12/12/85
12/11/85

11/04/85

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

DATE

INVEST

CLOSED

KEY
WORD



Page No.
12/26/85

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT

IN-86-110-001 INADQ ICE LOADING
IN-86-150-001 TRACEABILITY NOT ATT
IN-86-184-002 CLASSIFICATION PIPIN
IN-86-184-004 PIPE SIZES
IN-86-190-003 ANCHOR NOT TEST INDI
IN-86-199-001 CAB PULL/REQ PER QCI
IN-86-200-003 SUPPORT NOT SAFE
IN-86-201-001 CAB PULL LIMIT EXCEE
IN-86-221-001 RED HEADS NOT REMOVE
IN-86-232-001 REPAIR ERCW VIOLAT
IN-86-259-001 FAILURE USE FUSE LIN
IN-86-259-005 OVERFILLED CABLE TRA
IN-86-259-Xll TVA PROC NO IEEE STD
IN-86-262-002 OVERCROWDING CABLES

86-266-X09 LACK OF COVERAGE
86-290-001 IRNS NOT QUAL RECORD
86-305-002 NO FIRE DAMPERS

IN-86-314-004 INADQ CABLE SEPARATI
PH-85-038-001 OE PROCEDURE REVISIO
WI-85-040-001 NCR FOR ERCW LINE
WI-85-040-002 INADQ PROC/INSP PLAN
WI-85-041-001 WELD MAT INADEQUATE
WI-85-084-001 WELDER CERTIFICATION
** Subtotal **

INVEST DATE S DATE
ORG REPORT U RESPONSE

B

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

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

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

KEY
WORD

10/30/85 DESIGN

/ / WELDING
12/24/85 MATERIA]
12/24/85 WELDING
10/30/85 CIVIL
11/04/85 ELECTRI(
12/12/85 CIVIL
11/04/85 ELECTRIC
12/12/85 CIVIL
/ / MECHANI(

11/04/85 ELECTRIC

/ / ELECTRI(
/ / DESIGN

/ / ELECTRIC
11/04/85 ELECTRIC

/ / QA

12/10/85 DESIGN

11/29/85 ELECTRIC
12/17/85 DESIGN

/ / MECHANIC
/ / MECHANIC
/ / WELDING
/ / WELDING

AL

:AL

AL
AL
AL

:AL
'AL

:AL

:AL
:AL

** MILESTONE: 6 PH85-001002

IN-85-119-001 IMPROPER LINE INSTAL ERT
** Subtotal **

09/18/85 .T. 10/22/85 T 10/30/85 INSTRUMENT

** MILESTONE:

EX-85-059-002
IN-85-173-001
IN-85-189-002
IN-85-246-005
IN-85-250-001
IN-85-530-001
IN-85-615-001
IN-86-155-002

6 U2 FUEL LD
INADQ INSTAL HANGERS
LEAK IN SPRINK SYS
ACCESS TO VALVES/#2
RUSTED WELDS/#2/RB
INSP PERF W/O WK REL
WLDS NOT ACCRD PROCD
OBSTRUCTED ACCESS
HANGER UNACCEP WELDS

Subtotal **

** MILESTONE:

EX-85-008-001

EX-85-009-001

7 N/A
UNQUAL SUBJOURNEYMEN ERT

SUBSTN WK BY SUBJRMN ERT

09/28/85 .T.
09/28/85 .T.

/ / CONSTRUCTI
/ / CONSTRUCTI

NSRS
ERT
NSRS
ERT
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS
NSRS

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

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

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

HANGERS
MATERIAL
DESIGN
WELDING
HANGERS
WELDING
DESIGN
WELDING

L



Page No.
12/26/85

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

QTC NUMBER SUBJECT INVEST DATE S
ORG REPORT U

DATE A
RESPONSE C

EX-85-010-002 UNQAUL SUBJOURNEYMEN ERT
IN-85-021-001 TUBE BENDERS ERT
IN-85-032-001 PIPING CALCULATIONS ERT
IN-85-091-001 LOST DOCUMENTATION ERT
IN-85-130-001 UNQUILIFIED PERSONNE ERT
IN-85-271-001 GROUND DOWN WELDS ERT
IN-85-277-001 INSTAL PIPE W/O DRWG NSRS
IN-85-278-002 INADQ DOCUMENT CONTR NSRS
IN-85-411-001 SAFTY HAZ ON PLATFRM NSRS
IN-85-514-001 CONTAM DURING CUTTIN ERT
IN-85-541-001 REQ WELD ON 2 SIDES NSRS
IN-85-556-001 SUBJ DOING JOUR WORK ERT
IN-85-589-002 SUBJ DOING JOURN WRK ERT
IN-85-748-001 TIE-IN OF SEAL DRAIN ERT

85-002-001 BFN/SUPTS ON RHR SYS ERT
85-001-001 SQN/D-G BATTERIES NSRS

85-007-002 SQN/LEAK DUE TO MGMT NSRS
XX-85-013-001 SQN/WRONG WELD ROD ERT
XX-85-019-001 BLN/AUDIT FINDINGS ERT
XX-85-028-001 SQN/INCREASE IN RWP ERT
XX-85-033-006 SQN/FOREMAN MATERIAL NSRS
XX-85-038-001 SQN/SEP OF CARBON/SS ERT

XX-85-051-001 SQN/RADIATION MONITO NSRS
XX-85-052-001 SQN/INADQ DESIGN DOO NSRS
XX-85-054-001 SQN/VIOLAT SIGN-OFFS NSRS
XX-85-065-001 SQN/IMPROPER INSPECT NSRS
XX-85-068-007 SQN/REPLAC SPOOL PIE NSRS
XX-85-070-007 SQN/DESIGN DRAWINGS NSRS
XX-85-077-002 SQN/INACCURATE DRAWI NSRS
XX-85-083-001 SQN/WELD INSPECTIONS NSRS
XX-85-086-003 SQN/DESIGN DEFICIENC NSRS
XX-85-093-001 SQN/INADQ TRAIN ENGI NSRS
XX-85-093-003 BFN/INADQ TRAIN ENGI NSRS
XX-85-096-004 VOID/XX-85-096-005 NSRS
XX-85-096-005 SQN/MONITOR TUBE PRO NSRS
XX-85-098-002 SQN/RADIATION AREAS NSRS
XX-85-099-001 SQN/SECURITY AT PLAN NSRS
XX-85-102-011 SQN/DEFECTS ID BY MA NSRS
** Subtotal **

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
10/10/85
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

/1/
10/22/85 T

1//
/ /
/ /
/1/
/ /
/I/

08/09/85 T
/ /
/ /
/ /
/1/
1//
/1/
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
1//
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /

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

/ /
/ /
/ /

11/29/85
12/12/85
09/08/85/ /
08/15/85

/ /
/ /

08/16/85
/ /
/ /

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

/2// /
/ /

11/29/85

CONSTRUCTI
CONSTRUCTI
DESIGN
DOCUMENT
CONSTRUCTI
WELDING
CONSTRUCTI
DOCUMENT

INSTRUMENT
WELDING
WELDING
WELDING
DESIGN
OPERATIONS
QA
OPERATIONS
WELDING
QA
OPERATIONS
MATERIAL

MATERIAL
OPERATIONS
DESIGN
WELDING

12/10/85 WELDING
12/10/85 QA
12/24/85 HANGERS
12/13/85 DOCUMENT
12/13/85 WELDING

/ / WELDING

/ / OPERATIONS
/ / OPERATIONS

11/29/85 OPERATIONS
11/29/85 OPERATIONS
12/10/85 OPERATIONS
12/10/85 OPERATIONS
12/11/85 WELDING

Total ***
329

DATE
INVEST
CLOSED

KEY
WORD



TVA 64 (OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84)

UNITED 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 : ger no20 1

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.

1-85-267-WBN
1-85-416-WBN

I-85-546-WBN

1-85-757-WBN

(IN-85-293-001)
(IN-86-064-001)
(PH-85-038-001)
(EX-85-046-001)

K. W4. Ait

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

copying and returning

NAME

GDM

Attachments

cc (Attachments):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C

E. R. Ennis, WBN

D. R. Nichols, ElOA14C-K

Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C

W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

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

DATE



. ... . . . .. ..

./ .......-

..... ..... .. ... ....

.... .... ..... ..
... ..... ....

...... ....

.... .... ..... .... ..... - .... ..... ..... ... .. ... ... ..... ....



I . E.: if .. C F N, D l:.R UN

t CZ, - ( r -SI\~1c .has. tnves .i tedO bTI-. J. --,e L, ,J .. .•,_r i -•B -:4-'):'. wi ~ch wasidIn i 1 .... u. -tli t y Tech o1o Copan V . du, i 1 -inq the Watt-s-t Bar

Empi.,L - '- m,..,or.s . T ec n r n v4 a s ns, t a t .c
and re-....i -,. n Tte b ... wi w r 4et.ble

tol e-r.-=..J hlOW v, tches remln noerc the -"5t' I

C.. " ..... 4 -., ! oar J RoomC i

tio ..... : :~~t

dei ..ipt r,= c- .•;i i aryn Lz & ..I i" zn c]. .ern. tae nt i©F dev ew ,..• , records of

t... as :F''oeR ,. e -"...- ' "" "' "

FOra F WS c,ec:, .. re d,- nt ' :- IT ad t-hat ermet• i;The decinstaila-noni

i con n

room er kn tI a .I T d rooms Three E F L ne requvsts
(Zs w nrere e d G ras i storte ve bee .t o-q,_ .t .. ' C" r

.. eeC.F ~ , ~, •.•ro-withs: w ones c tiat~ but thei

oeb'i1tol , orn ,en bhv tie t- he,-,.er a nm un .i.cc ar re,'Iw e no t Jec.k be sus

C~rH=.Ls' 4o.l aA oai,-, wothr< r-rn•S p.t.

The c- ion ;2 n wa. - n ' . .. a n adaed y teI

IF Nov embr. L Ven, b t, th' e et-ire .el ltr b c- . r-.- 1 wa

4n..ge Cio its 1 En ~n icnetdi t osn.Te~H
was r on The d 2ts asc nstructedg'" drw n2 S~W2- is Rt_ wheSe

e canr, si r) o C n i tches. re id= ,j.oied k r . ion a on the d LtesrIti : Is en i gn

dr-in- .'-hi ... .... futerwr is•c ,pl.nn_ roto- ring theilactuy

hariwa ncere :i •linewithC the edesign o th thr r-eai 2

bwitches' were• .n.... es~u* u e t-h,. er: was t...re 1. ny-. flow. in L the ductse

t o.- ch- or-n es- at -ion e,- nuIrerv ar tion d cts iOn and RU,4hani aleuiaren
rin ormal operatinq stau nwand thereiis no7 E:- n re relc t he...

pMRs wbe, r a;-L.-hd s7 ', . ngther tiheose +Lf switches lited together, with

num ber " blr of .ni C Iwciompoent r a F Ie witces In some cases,

discussedtion this report;y soineg the orignah pobes urnised wih-th

MRs hdRe C:]G- E.CI 1ased very slo 1eip2n m easstring up a 2e n sc test but their
c abse1 4 ... . ,4e o4 _h 1(.4-.-r-A in ino uer- (ANUn) wls theo-t cherato because the

AHUs counitd n atn hade c n-.,or pt ic'-- t hlF tor stt r-1 r buat Soons

Th e condi'`. .... he woul paerc eive idated by the -ae ollowbing obseravations.[]n N ve ber .•."=•, ..•• ,,J, th en ir e ec ronic. ... D•.rd iT .- .....1-476-B was

unpolggeds•pondio itp base and beeing disconnected a knwn inhsaincg The ArU
was on. T h e• 41 a- a. s-4 -, c' onst -UC 2d" drawJing 47W -",c '  •C,-20 is I! I wherea-

the cha=-ng,= tos rel o,:_•.•_e ..... .the --4,16..:B wi tChes i -: on 'the I-a -- •= _ = . .. as-desi gned
drain, 22 Ths eas urher- work- is planned to bring the actual

hadaein liine wit-h the redesign. None of -the three remaining
SswJAithes were ....~C~d bu neither was t.h.re -..any +low in the dUtCts..

'Two of 'the three: had lighted -indicators show~ing no flow. ,

thi ScrL eei wi tprolem at rnUment Maintenanc enginers i pndicated that the
aWditches on elevation 7t72, nuber I-FS-ar disd -4C , a
j.n :normal opera~ting s~tatuIs now; and there is no need for relocating the

proe r ohe modification. A generic problem eIicsted- with a large

number of Fluid Cornponents Inc~orporated (FCI) switches such as the +our

discusised in this report-, i.e.: The originall probes furnished with the

switches had a very slow response, measuring up to 20:'-- seconds in the
.case oTI I-FS-31-460)-A in November 1984. Unless the operator knew of

Sthis condition and had enough patience to hold the start button down for

21C Seconds, he would perceive the air handler as being inoperable. The

slow-responding probes have been replaced in all k.-nown instances where .
-. they create a problem, and Instrument Maintenance isi pr~epared to *replac'e

aýdditional ones if they are discovered.'."



C 0 rQU ICN T DK ND RcviNglN

The concerni i S substantiated. Repeated caoibration of the airflow
swiches did n o t permit them to operate sati sfactori ly in servi ce. A

corrective action was in process prior to the concerned i ndi vidualls

interview with OTC for the two switches on elevation 786, resulting in a
design change per NCR NP-.-,.21 to rel ocate the -flow switches in the
ducts. The two switches on elevation 772 were brought into satisfactory

operation by routine maintenance and a generic probe replacement for
slow-responding FCI switches. These corrective actions appear to
resolve the conditions that led to the expressed c.oncernn and
t heref-ore, no add-itonal corrective actions are needed.

Re o:m mend n=

No0n e



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY,-

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1-85-267-WEN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN !N-85-293-001

MILESTONE I

CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR NCR 4412

40IN: December 9-10, 19S85

IZ-A7-0
D at e

12 -17-e'S
Date

Doll----

P. lR'. Wa-sher

A. Hrio

1EWED BY:

APPROVED BY:

LEAD INVESTIGATOR:



' CBACKGROUND

NSRS 'has inve stigat omvoee . . -cern .-. - --:,29 ) - whi. Dual4 ity

Teholg Copayiden~t -ified dur ing the Wat Ba r Emlr;:1oyee Concern

NRF 4412 wa written. to a u•dersizd .. i U orfce pl. ates

in S.ste I 67, ohLUnits. •. nd 2. NCR. 4412 was disposci.-
ti,.oned to change ,ou (repl.ace) unders.izead orifice pl.ates
(•rchased from iMr- uTi .instrument Compn, Cleveland,

Ohio, Contract 083520-) ith new orifice plates. C/I
state.s that NCR•41.2 has been closed but the utndersized
orifice plat.es' -• were not removed from the .. ....... No
documentati e n tuaot t. or of N 4..4,-- 1,- r- w-L,_, -i.

H . SCO]PE

The scoe of the i i.ves i a-t-n was e.termin ed rom the tated concern to
be: The corrective action _or NOR 44::i12, whicM consisted of rIeplacement
of undersized orifice pl ates n S m 6. had not. been completed; and
no doumentation e-xi-- to sL.uport the closure of NCR 4412. NSRS

reviewed the subject NCR, Engineerig Change Notices (ECNs)-• ste
workp.ans, mechanical piping drawings, weld maps, and CA inspection
r ec ord s._ during this ie .stigation.

III. SUMMAR OF F INDI NGS

-, - .... .. .IBased uporn review of applicable documents- ••< and +visu.tal examination ofT the
system hardware, NSR'S ha~s n~ot suMbsatte ..... idenifie concern...

Following are the details that led to the i.nv,,titon results.

A. The disposition of NCR 4412 required the replacement of three

orifice p:.-lates in the essentiai raw cooling water system,
specifically for flow elements .-FE-.67-222, 2-FE-67-222, and
0-FE-67-226. The new plates were purchased from Daniel Industries,
incorporated. The Watts Bar Engineering Oroanizat on issued ECN
4329 to replace the subject orifice plates and clear NCR 4412. Site
workplan 3765 was iss.zued to implement the changes required by ECN
4329. Both the ECN and workplan have been closed.

B. Watts Bar Quality Control Procedure WBN-•CF-i.42-1, "Flange
Bolting," provides the mechanism for documenting the installation of
orifice plates in bolted flange connections. The Flange Bolting
Operation Sheet contains a signof- by the responsible MC inspector
for proper orientation and identification of the orifice plate. A
review ofthe applnicable i .nspection records revealed that the plates
had been replaced under ECN 4329 and also referenced the controlling
workplan 3765.

C. Orifice plates contain a metal tang (tab) that protrudes from the
bolted flange connection for proper identification and inspection.
A visual examination of the subject plates showed the manufacturer-
to be Daniel Industries, Incorporated.



CONLUSONSAND RAECOMMENDATIONS.

NSRS identified the su porting d cumerentatincn -for the corrective action
specified by NCR 4412 in conjunction with a phys.ical hardware

verification. The emlcyee co ncern is not substantiated.

None.
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1-85-546-WBN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PH-85-038-001

MILESTONE 6

SUBJECT:

DATES OF INVESTIGATION:

LEAD INVESTIGATOR:

INVESTIGATOR:

REVIEWED BY:

APPROVED BY:

OEP-11 CHANGES TO PLANT

November B-15, 1985

J. J. Knightiy

D.Smith

Date

L42--LQ-:5
Date

/g.,_- /-7 :-_
Date

DateItA



ihe ,Nuclear .o-Fa-t"., , Hevaew Sta.- ,3r., 1nvf s I tig I- -d Emiyovee Concern
.... a u i t0 .Technologv Company (QT,.j iden-lti ied during

the i._ rm .. 'onern Procram. T"he -oncern was worded:

04 + ice o Ef iIaeerin :'S Procedure OEP-lI "ch ane-s to
P1 ant" was reviseda The revi si on eaimanated L-he --aront

oage 1-- t.E. r m which id-r4Tiedthe documents!
other areas of pla-dtn the EC. ccu. d a-T -F ect. The old
ECN i`:r nt pca-g had, as an examole - FSAAR-affeCted

Yes o Aipendix "R -Affected. YES __ INO
which r d -me so ve ac non " re v irins the

_ or no block -o be checkVed The new revision to
.JEt-...I IEh an aottahment two (2) which is .rA y a lis t
ct poss ble a reas which mi ght be af+ected and requires
n"o .ce.i: oem- Th...ore no on-e ,it. CI has
no ,addt i t Q1 a nf. I m f- o nonyvmimi-.s concern.

TF E

NSr-41" ha S' awVlWed aQp m Q, .a eN .:L c :EQ.Uir EIIt,,S atdn p rocedures.
Ln. neerLnq Qhange ,-ot.... (E1N) files, and reports of audits and reviews

an crri n h h I sIv several individuals responsible

for E.N procedur-al develo1ment, cor-d nat on o-+ ECN activi ties, and
quaality assurace verai-aicat:ion of •thes actiVities have been contacted
to discuss the ECN Process as it relates to the employee's concern.

J......... ....-[N iN=
ISUMMARYl OJ.F' F"N ""-"-GS,

A. Applicable Requirements and COmma--i• t.,ments

I. OCFR5Fi-h) Appendi>; B - "Design change=s, including field changes,
shall be sub .. ct to design ccontrol measures commensurate with.

those applied to the original design and shall be approved by
the. organization that performed the original design .

2. TVA-TR-75--., Revision 8- Paragraph 17.1..4 - "Design changes,

including field-initiated changes, are controlled by written
procedures. The control apQolied for chanqes are commensurate
with those applied for the original design."

.Ofice of Engineering Procedure (OEP) 11, "Change Control"

4. Division of Engineering Design (EN DES) Procedure EF-4.•2,
"Engineering Change Notices (ECNs) Before Licensing-Handling"

(Superseded by OEP-11)

5. Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Quality Control Instruction (OCI) 1.09,
"Disposition of Engineering Change Notices"

6. Watts Bar Engineering Project Procedure WBEP-EP-43.0C)2,
"Engineering Change Notices"

P2.Jx AC , "z• it I i,,.
"

D



7. Aud:-ts, Review-s. an- Re•ort s.

fo.l.a ciowing re-ports ci ted incons-istent rev..aw by support
branches of saf--t-rel- system •hanges .. d noted improper

marking fc. ECN cover sheets concernino MA appli. cati ons seiasmic:

analysis -e and N reur".t -"2S2 findings
were closed foillowin acceoance of corrective action.

a. NER • Repo-rt No R (T1L.4) Item ., ie27, " Inadequate

Evaluations and Proces.ing of Engineerinq Change Notices
WENW.," dated Se-pt.ember 29- , 191.

b. NR" FI Reort No. R--1 -04-YCN, Itenm 02, "Inadequacies of
EP-4 "" " dated "january 13, 1982

c. Bellefnii e N.clear Plant. En...ineering Change Notice Review
and Handling - ,..,F.-R5x.55W- , -....... ,R eport.No 7 CED:

.ualitv As.-.sutrance A-udt M81-13, dated October 19, 1983

B. FindiLngs

1. Engineering Ch..n.ange N cc (E IN) Cover Sheet - The EON cover
sheet (form TVA 10•7C) has been issued in three different
revisions since 1979 as foll,,ows;

a. The,. cover sheet=, format dated Julv97 i ncluded six "yes--no

checklist items concerning potential impact of the ECN on
'PSAR/FSAR requirements., preoperational test requirements,

vendor backcharges, seismic analysis requirements,
nonconformance report req.ui rements, and quality assurance
appli. cati ons.

b. The 1979 ECN cover sheet was revised in February 19S3 with
the addition of three checklis4at items concerning impacts of -
the ECN on security systems, human factor review, and pipe
rupture analysis reouirements.

c. The current revision of the ECN cover sheet dated Apri l 1985
removed entirely from the cover sheet the previous "yes-no"
checklist items except the item pertaining to vendor
backcharges. However, at the same time (April 1985), the
newly issued OEP-11 Change Control Procedure 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. OEP-II Checklist - The current change control checklist (OEF'-11,
Attachment 2, dated April 26, 1985) is titled "Checklist of

Potential Effects on Design Documents." It does not require
"yes-no" responses and is not procedurally required to be

included in the issued ECN package. Its stated purpose is to
help identify "potentially affected design documents for
consideration" by the responsible engineers from each discipline
during the ECN preparation and review cycle.



In accordane with the Watts Bar Engineering Project Procedure,
W.EP-.EP-4..2, the checklist is to be included by the ECN

ppnh..ages when circu ated for revieew within
the Office of Engineering. Individuals interviewed stated that
the check.lists are included prior to ECN issuiance as an aid to
review and approval of the SO.. package. At time of issuance,
the Check.:,lists are removed and discarded, filed, or returned to
the ECN originator.

Rea.sons expressed or not including the chckl ists in the issued
ECN package included the following:

a. "Yes-No" checklists might sugest that the enqineer's
responsibility is limited to the checklist.

b. No chec..klist can b. up to date and "compl ete." There are
dact t be considered.

C. Some chec,•l., I iteams from the new Isitn such as impact on
radiation shielding and Appendix R (fire protection)
analyVsis- co-.uld not be checked "Yes" or "No" until
instal laton was completed. For these reasons, the view was
held that the check:lists should be a "string-around-the-
finger" reminder rather than a requirement for inclusion in
the ECN packages.

Additional concern was e'..Sres-ed for the possible need to issue
and control revisions to the issued lists if they were required
for incl•Sion. Theae reservations notwithstanding, it was
stated that checkliste would be included "if requested by the
client." Discussions with Office of Nuclear Power personnel
indicated that discussions with OE were in progress to make the
issued checklists a part of the NUP R worlk.plans and record
packages for completed work. It was stated that the checklists
would help in the Tormal documentation of the quality assurance
orogram, would help assure consideration of each ECN in a
consistent manner, and would helpa answer questions that might
arise later when work was completed. It was learned during the
NSR'S investigation that agreement had been reached between OE
and NUC PR concerning issuance ot a checklist. ECN packages for
WEN dated from November 8, 1 8.5 were found to contain the
completed OEP-II lists. CE and NUC PR personnel stated that
discussi ons were in progress concerning (1) possible revisions
to the check.::lists; and, (2) evaluations of the pre-November ECN
packages. It was stated that no retrospective evaluations had
yet b een performed and that no memorandum concerning issuance of
the checklists had yet been issued.



."&- . COCILSONS ANDE RECOMMiENDAT IOM*3

The em loyee;s conc.ern is substantiated in that (1) e previous "yes-no"
checklist for other .a•ected documents was elimri nated from the ECN cover
sheet i nec cordancewith Of.fi. e of Enineering Procedure OEP-I1 a nd,

(2) aewly developed hecklit• w.s no longer procedur-ally required for
issuance with the ECF packages. However, it was -fouLnd that the previous
ECP cover sheet format was revised with good reeson. The old cover
sheet checklist was einadequtp_ and the new list was too extensive to
fit reasonably on the cover sheet. Evidence was not identified to
support a view that the checklist process itself was not used. During
November 1985 NI. PR and OE aoreed to issurnce of- the new checklists.
ECN p:a.ckages dated from November 8, 19... were -found to include the
listings. NUC PR and OE discussions concerning the extent of
retrosp:ect.ve _.N -evi ews are in pro-• ress.

None.



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1-85-757-WEN

EMPLOYEE CONCERN EX-85-046-001

MILESTONE 6

SUBJECT: TESTING OF FIRE DAMPERS

DATES OF 1NVESTIGATION DeceTmber 13-!6. 1985

R. N. Russell

W. D. Steven:.ýAjJ)11jb------
M. A. Harrison

D a~ t

/ C/7ý 1

APPROVED BY:

x



BACKGROUND

NSS h as investi•=:.•.gat• _ed. E-m• ploee ConL •c.er n E.,-,:5,-,.,6-, ,, whni ch was r ec e ived

by Quality Tc.-nnoloy Com.;nv QTC) on Octo.zber 3 5 whi.ch stated:

CI is ' o"'-"2rd tha;t the fir dampers in diee genet~rator

bl.#ah never been ose• d .. to operate
:roper-y or pass r t q ui red tests. C I exp x res s;ed that this
could be a problem with the damper des.i Tn h only damper

number C ! 1 -reca-l-li,- . v...., .whi ch i s i 1n b 1 di ng
#5, The prob.lem m,:ay apply t'o all diesel generator buildings.'

11. COPE

Precp~ratiOnal tes daetapackaes were revi -ewe to determin~e if testi ng

,.--............

had been perf1ormed on all fire dampeers in the dise geneE ~h0rator bulding.0s.

A. The fire dampers were tested -for the .- ,4 d:•.l. genera .. tors in
precpcerati onal test TV--4, "'Fjire P'roct e.ton-Vent• ati tn 0 System

' on Fire Dampers. The test results f+or all dampers
were i.ncludeo in the test data _ackage -for this preoperati.onal test.

B. The f.ire damp:rers for the -fi., d. - es1 cgenerator buil]ding were tested
in preoperational test TYA--74F. "Fire Pr-otecti on - Fifth Di ese].."'
The test results for all -fire dampers in the -fi f"th diesel bLuilding
wer-e i nc 7 .uded in t t - s t d a ... p....g f...o t.........

C. The f.ire dampers were tested in the preoperational test throug.h
observation and measurement. All dampers passed the tests required
by test documnLt.

Y.CON~CLUS IONS AiND RE:COMMN~kDA~TIO0NS

The a.llegation is unsubstantiated. Test data for all Fire dampers in
the diesel building wa.s included in test data packages for
preoperational tests TVA-24 and TVA-74F.

Necommen.dat ion

Non e.

.24.



TVA 64 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED 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 : 24 1985
SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF ACCEPTED FINAL REPORTS

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

I-85-353-WBN
I-85-530-WBN
I-85-550-WBN
1-85-680-WBN
1-85-712-WBN
I-85-933-WBN

(IN-85-850-004)
(IN-85-220-003)
(In-85-278-003)
(IN-86-184-002, IN-86-184-004)
(EX-85-059-002)
(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

GDM
Attachments
cc (Attachments):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
E. R. Ennis, WBN
D. R. Nichols, E1OA14C-K
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
W. F. Willis, E12BI6 C-K (4)

DATE

n Two flr

I 1
n .I n -.... ---. .. . •L - ..-..-- I? Cl -. :- -- D l^--
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!I0 N4S has inv--::-,stigatsd E-mplc:y...-e. :--., IN-'.Ža- <ŽO--O0- I Es- ..hich Quality
'T,.echqmo.,.l0o.g'"y 3Cmp:0a-nv idensti.f~ied:: d:ur~ing the• Wa~tts- Bar• Emp'loyee, C~oncern

'F:.p: lrevel. m-'-, g.a:. em,..-nt- pro,::motes..t,:,•..-he.• proi'ce, dure o~f workim< ng]
from a "I. " copy o:f .- work package.-- EnginL.,--

g.ivti-as a•n .adv.a-nc:e:: ccp':v "of t:he. w,.ork mc.--kav.ga., wor'k bag~in--.•
w~i.t n..<,u:. L .. fic~ial a.'pprc•"val, ......p-proxi~m.-at.ely' 2-3:• wee-ks later.'._..
;::n-.ack.:aga is. appr'oved (all t~he: t.ime workc,{ i::±s g-oi.•ng on) wo-.:nr-
is ca::, mms ta .a :,, .....< ,nd• r.:..pc.rt.-d t-:.hat,' job was.u• cocmple,•-ted::, in •sho:rte-r
p::er'iodc~ o::f t~ime ......._- .givi•ng.. a.:-n ±i u.strati:on- th.,-a.t monexy/m.an ho.-.ur-,:ii
hadc beam:.:n sa::•,v-e-.d 4rm•::m tn a -..stim.tes.--: This• m.:.-kaE .:::s.rt:i-,i
m.am-,aoi..emen-t- look.c: lik ' e:.<:.•.xt:rem,-:i~v -af.: ni.a"nrt- ma-n.a.gers.. c.--u-sing

them444 1o -an v prmoios

41 .C- i:.

The S...C..:,1:,2.:: o:f tn E.. c :.nrc;-.'.-n in:." z- m m .i.,... t o L:.. that;:• iu-.-.nz:ifia•':d in Eimpl .ya.-'::÷-.
C.a::nc.:rm< !N-.;M-:E.:i47-006 .a'.ndcc :-reoc::r"ten:. ,:: m NERS m~ii:; :nves'tiga:'t'io:n Re'p•:or't No..

4 .. i 4MF:.Y OF FI;I ,l L:- 'A

See÷: NSF:E. inve:•:st-igati on•-:i RmF:.ep.or~t No._:, 1;-8:'5-.0..0b -WBN.

44 . .,4L.C! :2.:4,.....-.,4:'.'..z;•44. .4..*;;T u 4 4 .'..........

4 4:s ', : .. 4,44 . .. .4 i!

..... : :- t .V- actions.. -. ..C.MM.n. iM NS..S . . . . .t .g. ._ - R, N-.o. .

.-. --. . ...-- N w.il.l b-e s .ffi.cient to .... l-.:h s c ,n ..

.::.- . . . --- .4:'. -. . .- 4 4. . . . . . .-:: ,n..

2 :.-r -. ..'4 NSR-S ! S:.- at M .- p '. NO. 1--E-3., -M N. -h2 iS. r :S_'nS.

to:: WERS:.- inw'v:,s':-i.oat.i.on.. R.e,.-.por:t N,::o. 1-85!._'d:-360,.'-WO- BN si-hould iLnclude "this re°port':
num..- for tr.a4,.,cking pu'r-4 pose:,s.
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T S.•Eechnolos 2 v....•: igy Comami:.ny iLdent"••• t '::d e if~iicied e dur": iing ti~i~ihei--"•-2Oi: Wiattsi B:7ar Ema.lo•.i~:yeaC once {k.f','- .--i~ •rn

Program. The cnv-earn i s Acroe-.,

]in U.ni:,t 2, cue to: axa:::'m-s.v,;. number n- hangrsq;:.'. :,. being

concrete wlls in -nnulus are.a. fro azmuth 2:2 to Z5%

the str = Uv<r...,l !.Mt ;.:r~iz ~ of;: "wa s up.po:,i, ,rtJ.(.in ,,,ails/.ifl, orL

:s m. u ,.te s ti,..o;,n .'a.b e.

;;,SCOPF'ii

rh2a WM::;p2 M::: the-• Inv--stiga:.-.tl n A:;i ..aS.. de<-t.•rl-i:,...:d .}reO,. the:- St.ated =CEn-r 'to

be•:. tha-,t th-e use z;::.: a•-n -axzaaw-':.ve;- nu..m•ber -o.f h.a.•na~ers a•.--nd th~e existence of

a.:,r zm:::ckats i;n ix..:{ ccnc;"':;ura have mad-e.•.-- the.' str-u:ctur--,l integrity of:;, tne

Wrnit 2 7,w':-actor n:w.ilv.ing 02({2) Eni~i e.ld as!!:i] T::<e in•.:.e hes -f:,ollow:ing

,. -.n........ -a=l} ,o:f, -=:c;iln w,-ere t.-. .{-aK2 ZO;: A0We:-:stL;:at..2 tti". S =C:; .--rn,

A .. Rei ew-..:;.-÷.. of c.::;umentat~ion per~ta:ining to,:: the: :'n=•t..,lati,::nr .and testing

of e:a.:::ansi n ::a ..nchor s i-n t.:he R3{..2 ann~ulus a--reua in Ev-a.stimn.a

B-?. int.e.::rv:iew o.f o-u..a.•iltv c-ontrol• 00): i.nspection n:,,-.rao:nne-:l involvedl with

the inst..l, atimn .-and ta-..sti•ng; n;:, a.•xp.-nsin, n anch-;crv,,

C. V•isua;.-.•l .nsmaecti•.:;nn of thm-- c-ncreta wa--ll_ in the RS2 annul.-u.s from

D. RFeview of T,.VA w i??'Tcv cmm: mi.t,,. me.,n"":: ts ant. ndn, :.-ff.ice o..f- C.onstruct,7i0on:. ( on.OCr)tcn OC

pr o::c d urae•, in- -.. cludi ng.:

1. TVA Genera]. Constru.ction Specification r G-3-!2, "Bol-•,t Anchors Set

in Hardened Concrete''

2. WBN-OCI-1.02-1, R9, "Inspection Rejection Notice''

3. WBN-ACP-1.14, R17, "Inspection and Testing of Bolt Anchors Set

in Hardened Concrete and Control of Attachments to Embedded

Fe-atur es''

111. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS"

Based upon the review O-f procedures, documentation, employee interviews,
and inspect:in of the concrete in question NSRS has not substantiated

this concern. Specific results are described below.

A. A review of Exdansied She!! Anchor Proof Test Summaries
(W-:NP-QCP-:.!4, Attachment B) was performed for 52 hangers. These

han,.aLrB were loicated at variou. elevanttions: between azimuths 270r and

3600 o.n the .- foot thick RB2 shield building wall. nThe hangers were
represented by 47 lits in which approximately o40 anchors Were Pull

thead No failure Werei( iderefed

Bol t Anhchr inspect e .'Iion eRecords LWBNF'-CP- - 114, "Attachment F) were
also revie:wed for the 52..... reports. Each rec ord had identified the

co.ncrete Qu'ality am, acc,.eptable.



.. .. ... ... ,.. .. .. ..

.. ... ... . . I... i =

~~j.5.2i , .. .. :.s~ic'!4::. .1. ., V 4 l 24.2 CD..!~ . N

D'.I

................. ....... ..... . ... .... . .... ..... ....................... 3

J..

j I H'!4

.... ..1.... . . . . .

.17

.. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . 4.21tr~ cw i n~a: ~s IfF. n

4 ~ . .1~ ......... . .C.

E.if H4 s

I rscj m~:nda i cr

P... ni e.



TEN',NE;SSEE VALL.EYi i.UT::RIV-fTY

-*'ýý1- !H. ý-i FR iA ."T Y R EV 1 E W S T A Fll-"

N'SRS ]!N'VEST]1DAT]ION REPCRT NO•...••" :9•'X•O'

EAF"L..O:YEE CO.''.NCERN '.[N-8!-Z'78"'O0-r,•

Mi'1i LEE}TSNE •:

SEUM},ECTýý PLA:;NT RLTCRE:::}F'.GPEE:.>',,.•""LB

DATE( " ,!.S O:F MNVESTI]SA:•T:[I..I C:ac:a :::;mbe:, -, r 5--.!.O .19Sf:

Date

D. at em
REVI. .ED BY-

APPROVED M

Kli 9&4--

n Sentry

Emit!

Ov .........
Harrison



-I"!je iucear afey RviewStaf ýSRSAinvstiatedEmpoye Caner!-..

!N-25-278-003 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~I "hc ult ahnlg omn OT)htietfe

during ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = th at:a:,oeeCnenPorm Te = r a odd

Many ~ ~ Wa.*. aM rn2reod reilgb.,K ~Selie nomtoo antb oae. 2eii
r Lodtpsiniae r FedCag Rqet n

Nocnwmn2Rprs 1wol o rvd diin]

Cosr Dept cocen

.4' 0rrP;

iliagibla, ln nm.a a and Amst ..s Ad it .aly per......el

A...............................

cd..T ANS =E .2.CJ 7 "Reui-,nt ior-.. Collec ion, Strae
Ma~tnaF Of Grlt AS WW R20rd L f r NUn :.r ( ~ e

pl E -. "Al...Qaiy suac eods H l elgbe



This-i tsa.e!u.:x was•••.i sea.r--.:a.-atea / :investigate:id. and~i .".a-ocrta,:d in NSRS-ý

1mve-stigai•-''t~io,::," P:-e--n:ort N-,.-• l-S5.•-:54?-7WBN' .Ton;: Emplo:::ye:•e CoL:nce::•rn

:K.i. i blzi:.::::. CONS"T va",ult r'-ec:or'ds, ere i.;dentiLf:ied., ill]egibil.:-ty was

not .f-o:u.nd to:: o::, a :w,,ides.--.=prea:--d probl.e.."- A"i:ddi tio<'na.l! -i' 1';i rr:,.¢]r"

reco:rdsi! tra-ns"!-.ferred t..:: date-- from'• CON•]ST to:"/.L:i;P wer'e fou'c•nd to

lh-ave:: a high l.e-;vel..., of: l eg•ibili.ty.,,

8. EFT: investigat::-.'..io n Report.-" :.for;¢ Employ-ew•e Concer-n .!N--.-5:-091.--001

.::: tet,:,q:. Sep;,:-:i:t-ember 16, 1.1.:35,:' '  summa-:r:-zedi .38F, ins..•itances of; ,missing

data el-ei.-::ments 117 Hat..-:s a.-.nd 1. s•ignatu..re) i.n. DCU c able.,- splic.e

Wozwmam•.."."-:.,tEi• ;::reia:.•red in 1:77 ., Revie:.w ..and;: ::corrective a-,ctiLon

,a"re pand.i,,::., WEi{.N Ennstruc-t-io.:n Q;ual.ity Assu..ranca- Audi',-

W;:.•..S.-;3-82..-20, "Q[u.,-.lilty R~eco:;rds,." dated October 118$2 identified.'

blank: s,::oa.,css•i on;: cabl.e.. -..nd ins.-•t-rum•r•entat:.iocn records,. Thi-,.s

dief:ici.-:enc-y "as,:,•ii cl.ose'zd M",a.rcn 13B:•i3 af,.ter re:cordsi,.. review and

b. A s••epa:.:ra:;te-: C5NST Re::-cordi~s Review-;,. UJn~it w.ith:i" its o•wn direct

per.,sonnel stat..:ed that rela--tivel.y few, inco:mring re"cords•., ",; now

have p::rob-lems.B Bas:edl on NS-RS" s•po-t Lh..ecksi. of current r.ac.:rd.:.

checkli.sts. racc~rcs tra•'ns~mittal l..••=-ogs,- and several.] categories

incom;:ing reco::rds~i w-hich were incompl~ete w,.e-re being

-.uccessfully!. identi.fied du~ri;ng re.•cords, review and corrected

by the s.:ubmi';tting orga-,nizations.

lCON.ST Qiual'-]i.ty Assu•ran~ce Audit WS-G-8..'2-20:: dated October 1E:

iden-•ti!..;fied i nstrument--ation]r t,:est:. cards• which w.ere B.t-.tused as

complete an.;,rd in the vault bu-t which could n~ot b.e% located. This
de~ficil'nzy was closed Septem•'ber 1983 a.f:ter location o4t' the

missin."- racm~rds,, ERT i:nve-.tigatiocn Report fo.:r Employee Concern

W~i-85-051•-001 d-.a•ted Sepztember 19815 de:termin.e:.d that "qu'aliity

as-.su~ran"c.:..:: dcuc.men..rt~ation rel-'ative to. eliectrical .:co nstruc~tio::n

unrit-s w.as• l.ost or mi...sp:laced and regenerated by the cognizant

personnrrel p::er' the project site p:roc, edu~re•.s." A':,dditio:nal e÷vide•nce

o'. 10t::,,.": records, was: no:t :i dentiLfied duriLng the current

:i.nvestig~ationr. NSRS dir'ected additional. attention toc Field

Cha-.nge Requests: (FCRs) arnd Nonco~n-forming. C'ondit:ion Reports

(NGRs) as me,-ntioned in the 2MPloyeea'S statement of co:ncern.

NCRs• ...are now m~i.cro~filmed by RIMS!' a-•t t~ime o,.f closure and in the

past have beean microf~ilm~ed additionally at the time of i.ssuance

ny CONST and review by EN DE:S. Since July .i.9-85[ FCRs. have na.

l.ongier been microjilmed but a}-re retained by CONST as

].iTe-..fT-con-,tructi•on va~ult r-ecord-s. A .s;•ampl.e c".he-ck.; ,:f 50 NC:Rs

and 590 FCRs selected at random foub'nd 100 percent tco be

retrievable.



1 DN- S AND RECOMMENDATION':'..

T -- ,-.r- to have neen generally thorough. : recent and c..u.r.r.ent.

raec.ord-'si., the .mp.:c e.rn w-...jf n- ,.u.b.stantiate d....' a. a.., ..

R mmen -- .--.. , aorr.ctiv . .actio .:,... cnncomp.: ,t...:"-,
do::cu~ment-a-io::n have..• been prov,.,ided prev~iousl.]:y by NERS f:or ERT11

In~ves:,!tica!•tio:mr Re.-pori"t Wi,-65!•-051:i-001 da-te:.:d September-.i' 19.65.F. The.:r-e ar-'e W~

a.dditional:m -•i • ,..:•:::c: re mmm en d -at i. " -.. ..
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3. Th e Pr:•es'sur?"a an,.-di/or t'aMQ:•era,..-r2:.. Use•z.d .+Or -ASW-iM:r nU,-rADWS.:•:z ZM, .".
Me ch-.n-anqW IM _"he- s•ame sys.tem.

8. 'The ,p:r.-ssU72/. t:<,02dr'atU•, de--.sign c-ha;-n-.ge.:.' Po: ints• war.,er.-':.
n•es•io:n.aten on the, sv.i:.stsem sche-'matic .fl.-"owc, di.a=:gra--ms.

b. At tna-:.e•- wa:-:sign s:,ange, po•int.s t'.he P.ip:e siZe:-, sc~hedule

10agau E).:, Or:m -Mate-r-ial :C, uld be.: c:ha:,nge..d to, Meet th,::e_ cM-angecl

conrdi t ions.

4. At the design Change Point, the Sa-f:ety C~lassi:iZ~atiOn Of the

system could also•.= be chasnged. "Such d,-.s:ignate:d cl::as!s c::hang.]es

could be established either in carbon steel or Stai •--nl.ess Steel

P im]i.ng systems.

5. An eWaMple. of a double change p:oint NaS nosted in Syst-m 3,

Feedwater. At the containment wall, two design change pointsi

were shown. Up:stream and outsid~e the containment wall the

syste-:m wasi Sa~fety "Class:•'== H, op:erating at 1185 psi and 465oF in an

18-inch Pipe. A",,t the Containment wall], but still ouL~tside, ther'e
was a G-inch doeaeration branch line, a-.ndJ the main line

co~nditio]ns wars chan.ged: to :1. 85 o.:•s: anos 5ii35O:F .after t'.he branch.

Ir.MMeciateiy '-,F'ter t:hez: bra:-,nch,, thYe ma'_"•in li~nen throug:<th 'the-x wall was

'the-}n Saf]-•e~t'y Class.:!•• 8., oper.'. a ti.,n:,Fg at,' 1185d• p~s.i ant:: 6.-.:.,OO F in a

16-in~ 0IM2

6. ,S.%im",ilar• ,:::anoa.si in, des:.•i.g:n c:o:nzdit~ionsi-:; co.-ul'.d occu.r' a..t

ap.:puLrt~enances sLuczh as-.. pu..m-:..s., valve,':.... he.a.':/t e:..:,ch-ai"g:rs., and
ves.sels (tanks)

7. Ma•ter-:.,':J,-ia grade:.s in a',ny giV,•'_', Pi::p: ing, Ssy.,tem-,n: =CWuId "b.e.: C:hanged:..• .:
4ong a. the atern-'tiV MateriaCl remained within a single "P"

classi-fi:atisn o,-f ,:ASNE Se'-ction U; QX:W-.422.

S~i. The criteri•a fo-r pre•paring] and weld'ing. diff:-!erent -.che-dule pipe

andjo:r appu.rt,--m',nnes, waet. s.howi",:.n in :!;••i S E SEctimn Q!i a:'s wel'i aB"
A 8" 16. ""25.

9. When Materials t b:e Waied Were O.f .:i.f-rt "P" casses

speci l.- des-:.gns a: d sp ci procedur,.'-es . ..es ,. ,..'. w-'.'e .r.equir d, suLI h as

where stainless -.tel piing -.- Welded t: a c:arbn steel

pressur-e ves-sel, in the Safe-ty:i n~jectimmn Sy.st~em, Sys_-tem 63.



CAMMEMI&I AND RECIRIMEMATIENVE.-.

A. 11 D 0 1 a 9 L 9

1. The itodings suopmrtad tMa =S2rVaVnMS MUM in the CTMEErMS'

The varmus, miminp systems have seen designed with zhange noints

where Safety Pile MZ2, MAMU12, Or Mat2riai

EMMEtimea ahanued.

2. Changes in SafatY pipe SIZE, SCh2=12, A''.

material were made to suit design conditions.

3. EXC2.0t iM SPMCialiMd instances, MY EhangO in material Was

designed to comply with ASME Section H OW-4.22.
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Qult ehooyC. mn ISEpoe .EPOS Tea.. T2...an 1ant i... ....nti..i.-. ..-:. .a.s EX-..-....:-- -02, s-.

.S•ta.l~lnE.'i• Stel.'K£.-,:: 0 /0:: pip:.].::e i. IF R•su 'mort:•-d by carbo'.;-n s._'te-el

•(C,":Ei) nang..a•zry •i.-:•t!-:".t 3/2/- shim," Sto:ck. Hange-ri~s:.-!i ae."-• P:ain. ted,

nt ..t wil-l.. w,... r thr" . h ant the S/S.. .A will be- c1.J.'.jtc,.-.Amina-
t ed:! ,, 2 ., UnJ.it 2, Acc....m..i-.'tm::r Room,-" 04., 7"20 foo::t a:iava-ti.nT•n
whe:.:re a:- 4. inch -/3 !!M f in;s:: s-z ..uppor:ted by an'" u~n-Eshimmad CiS3

b. . ha... n .

D-SO :i MS. n r -o..- . ; . t-- aith Il.C..o.-. -f En.-earing COE)

perso-.nnel to. I.- ti th i ,r-,--•whi h -.... aip,: . ... ,.ply to Watts Bar

c ,nst:- t on in t .. - : ni. -- area o.f .:n. . -- The -t.. ..... n i.-.,4

I, : • :.r:.• : .:: :.. {• ec . i,..-" -. , -,:.-..:. ......,...I t - . 4-::,t •• m n -:, t •- e u . ~ e t

The • r-e•- the, - n• g.i. • .:Ae-..fi -, .a.s an xam le n th c nc Ar rn was A...I.nspEct ,d

to t ter 'e ift there were any A,.-.culi..-r ti -.. l.: .thaa:..ka the'.. out4ne

-, th S . r ~s~ri..-,ie -- ,r tha..t i St .-..,

SUMMARI;L;'IIPFY OF FI:NDINS5:k1,

D~i.::ca, ss.•:•ions Wit," CEU" Pe:rsonnel, " re,:! ;-÷v~ealed t~hat: the-.: ra--nuira•"ma¢nts i mpos-e:•d by

(EES ) bV: ,=:C¢- t~ic With,!;.P Z.ar.F:.n! Es ',2SI (C:S'.) h.a-si exis.ted over-q the histor:•l'y of:

th.e.l', nucl. er.i iAA. .:}l:t'-  ry..t:" 4, DE par'-n-..,'A-" .n.l State, d that. ther-e is a.. g:rowing- bo.y

of :x.;rt..w.n..-.. .l :S.. : ,:-:..:. is..v .. -. . not harm:.:.ed -by CS co.nt.act,

r..- AA,-, .L1-IiAZc VIA.1.1t1.c I. 1.Co s r c i n Speci ica . ..t io -2IT' , "Prc-. .s Spe-ci..f1:.c,_IT.i cai s fo'rO E
:.1alil . t, Hea Treatm ent, N,: nde.str ctiv_ E-xamina.lZ.tio, n, a n d  Allied Field

F i.-: ati ::, r.-.tin-., Volume- V, Pr=-Bes Specifi:cation .M.1..,
S2--t.ic.l- 3,1.4.2.z stata.0d

C::arbon:¢ s-teael bra",,cka.-ns, h~ana rsr , IlV_'S ,::i or the:-'r CDMnM2Etins

s:•hall not. d:ir",ectly con:tact sEtaiainles-.s-" steel compone-{nt-s of

sa-f:t~y-r.a-:,.:; a•. aysy-.a: ms. Thi'si may.'•., be p::re.ve-:nte,-d by one o-;':

-following me:_thodts .. .pa nt ...p•:i~st~ d ".o the c-arbo:n steel

befo~re "its ::con'tact W,.ith"-, the Eti~i:r.L lesE, steel.::,. . .

An in~spection of, the- Unit 12 reactor contai,:nm~ent bui.ldiing !coo,; 4 cold leg

accu.'mulat-ior r'oCmm aro"u~nd t,:he  720.---Toot eNavat[c-n r2V led-:e somes "SE. pipe

run-. of the.:_ ,_..ncrox:.ima~tE size de-scribed in th~e coMCncen All of these
l.ines we÷..re. related.{ to, sa-fety injection system "fu•nctio:ns which w,:uld

O:perate at r,-l..atiVei:Y lo::w tempe:ratures,, The:re..: Were n• indifca.tion~s that

wou:l.,'d m•ake the u'se: c~f no:rmali con~stru.'ct~iocn mathon:s inacprcpri.at2.

2eve thougih the deisired protection s~till exis-ts.
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I•NES ha[{AK[:RU~.s inva-stig:ate÷.:d E}mploye'-•-e Eoncar-n !N-85-6.6{B-002 ide-ntified.::., ty the
Qualiti. y ,' - , - .. : : ... .......hatt-i-.s " Bar Employee 4.:nc .n Program

that st.at an•;

TVA:: Nanaoa: ma.:.,n,:£,-• Kceo::a.r-tma,.n:- t R-mo.w:n,)G h-::es:.i~tan.,t or:, refu-::Js~es.: t~o

C~OM=2:.rn•ing•,:] inada--,uate-: TVA: p;•s,::.::-dur-as...: U.nl•ess.- th-e- :i. adaquan..i"c-

is n as o: n a highe tier TV prcdue whchitel:mye

V. FF: o SCOPE

h: i'V:.-,.tig-,t :: -a 1 U:-e: by.. r- v.i..:..•. ri:. F..¾' p.'ort F o f•Y-,arli eri : 1:• :ii:JH G Y 0:: F...F' 2 O iNG ::

SUM AR OF :::FING-...F

A.:• A:: ra:..:vi.an:,, of: the:{ N,.SRS Tra•£n,:: Re.÷,:cort rRVW12d,•s!: th..;t an"- :i.nve-:stic:a2-tion!- o:i:

'- :. < .. L:. .:::t w .•{• c .:F..-:: e.£:•-•:: ::;C : F.L VYi -i, :e: . # ~ i:{ . . :.. ::EE tV.. . ;at... ..

Report N:. .-S5-, 4-2S. N . The reo.:t.:,r2'S.- .. r C nc ern---

-S-OO-002, .--.S-.--.0S7-00& ! N ..-8 - 8-001, and .N-85-,8E-500 ,

BX.: A: r.Z-'V,.i--;W ofi this NPGR.:E ram{,i::ort r2Ve.al.ia:O= that all fo~ur =Csn nsa• we,.re-.-,

Av: . QgngF jg0

FL. :-:•t •{'t ;;, e o T ' .:.{ c .:) :- .:= r..
• 

:.j.FY. IFC .:'£~ n. . :YF-.1:, F VFY F: . A.. ..-.'i.4FY. .YF- I i -;"F ::..: F:I. Y
The, co::nc::•ern i~s MtK.•Stanti-'tc--l b::ased•.:_,: anF p:re--v~iouL.s inVs,-tigavi:ons.: ,:o+,

t .h:is t.bje:t.

None. The recommendatio::ns d r.ibed in N-RS i-v..stigation Reort
,N-o:, 1i-B.5!-4i24-WDBN ,are s:u...f..-.fi.ci.en-t to: addr-e•, thi-si• conFcern.] Thi-.ý-

repo:rt smoul•.d re"•main' op-en". u'.ntil all i t-em.-s .-a<ddr:-ess•}ed by 1:-25L-4:24:-WBN

arN'e .addr-e•.sed,. r2i2-v Wed, and .-acce-pted by NSRS.



TVA 64 (OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84)

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 & 3 ,gn

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

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

Director, NSRSODesigneel

PCM:GDM

Attachment
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
H. S. Sanger, EIIB33 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

Buyi 1.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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TVA 64 (OS 9-65) (OP-WP 7-84) A

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

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

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

DATE : I 20 - C25
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.

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes No X

Director, NSRS/besignee

WMB:GDM
Attachment
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
H. S. Sanger, EIIB33 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-85-367-WBN
Subject EXCESSIVE SURVEILLANCE TESTING OF ROTATING EQUIPMENT for action/
disposition.

Signature

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

Date



. "•?" TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY-"

NUCLEAR SAF~rETY REV IEW STAFF

NERS INVESTIGATIONR S REPORTEi NO. T-85-367-WB

EMPL.OYEE CONCERNS !N-86-0.. 4-001 AND !N-86-208-001

MILESTONE 6

SucJECT: EXCESSIVE SURVEILLANCE TESTING OF ROTATING EQUIPMENT

DATES OF•'' !NVESTIGATIONz December 5-I0. 1985

INVESTIGATOR:

4 /,7- /0f
Date

Date
!EWED BY:

APPROVED BY:

W. D. Stevens

Date

- It

I
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determine tqhe vaiditv of two si mil ar er..._.. concerns as reaci ved byt:i .l Oi C , cy ', E_. m 1 a 0 oris 2 Z', 1l he

coorc no- z o-T- r dor' as sUifmari zed or the ... lovee= concern assignment 5l
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The, aU, Vt a IIei an. c a i :nst ruo • ti on ri. run on
essentias e.quiP ment is too much. Running numerous Sis
on certai,. .Ve-s =otir the prLUTIpS. ch I er--., c, ors
etC. to be cycled on and off. The starting duty on the
equipment wqear' it down and cCauses more -frepuent fai 1Y:Es

=.~h as --ain f i u Es. P1 I-IQ f-,,a plIe i B tha t only 3 o

;-'j I Du,710 1' El. Dr presen F .it operJt. tiona .

I 1"J" 03 ():

Numer ouF sur E.iSa.Unre inv_ at.aatSon (Sl) packages are
required to tb performed, which is detrimental to
eUqu.1i Fme ,eF, o .D ar a.ion u.a t o a,.n Ez ssive nUtmber of
star r- t /.. _to s al so requi r-e too fuch t- Time of
.i csred operator positions (more ti me spent a

pap r4o, r• than in monitoring plant performance).
EqLU ipment a4fected nrc the E.C, Lk',, S 1S s qena-
tors an:- firE pumps.

II. SCOPE E

19 lE ElE 1cti P'owea RE serchi"tht1 (E5PR'i) r-eports Fa i'-res Related
to Surveil1ance Test ing of Dt 3nUdb Equipment, Volume 1: Emer~en cy
FPLUTIps, and Yilume 2, Di2o,,,l.:1 natOrs S were revei wed. Di scussb ons -
were COnUUC ed with the Cognizant EPRI manager to determine if the
report findings c C-U.d be extended to other types of equipment. Similar
diSc USSiOS were cOnducted with onsite maintenance personnel. The
current pU mTp testing was disC USsed with plant Test Unit personnel.

A preVOUs NSRS Investigation Report. I-...... 1-WBN, was reviewed to
assess its applicability to the S I Paperwork Load portion of the
concern.

Il SUM1MARY OF FI-,0DINGS

For the purposes of this report, it was productive to partition the
findinqs into diesel generator surveillance testing, other equipment
surveillance testing, and surveillance testing paperwork load.

A. Diesel Generator Surveillance Testing

The following quotes from the EF-RI report on this subject summarize
the findings.

- -..



Sureillance• teastinng was a factor in many diesel genera-
tor failures . .. However it became apparent that
other factors also co•tributed signific,,ant" . hs

factars involved inadequacies oW design, operation, and
mai 'tenaniE whose affcts were, not easy to dsi.ngish
fr.-om the affect.s ot surveillance testing. Such
(surveillance testing) fai].ures _a._c_......=d for approxi-

meat'ely2% of the 55 .. deel generator failures ...
NRC . . "shown increasing- awareness ote -. rob!2 andha, ........ w~h ... diese - .... and
has attempted to ensure that diesel gnerator tests
are .justified, are not arbitrary, and do not contribute
unncessar: il to degradation. Changes in testing
Suggested in NRC generic letter 84-15 "July ', 4)
would dri ng procedures more in line with the manufactu-
rers' recommendations.

The current dra t technical specifications surveiilance testing
program was the resul.to TVA N R" interaction o o m
diesel generator tting within the current state of knowledge.

B. .Other Eq.uipment Surveil lance Testing

The applicable EFRI report scope was limited to emergency pumps and
made the fo Iowing statements.

None of the pump faillures reviewed was caused directly
by any aspect of the surveillance testing, even thouch
most of those failures occurred during_ testing (the-
major portion of emergency pump operating time). The
evident vulnerability of standby pumps having steam
turbines as prime movers suggcests a reed to substanti-
ally and expeditiously improve the reliability of those
drivye systems. . .. here is) independent evidence

a causative re laion between pump operation at very
low (approximately 10%) flow and damaging vibration or
cavitation.

The cognizant EP,. manager did not have any data which would allow
extrapolating the emergency pump report to other types of rotating
equipment such as chillers or comoressors. However, plant
maintenance was of the belief that the experience for these various
types of equipment was consistent; i.e., that surveillance testing
reveals but, does not cause failures. In particular for the ERCW and
fire pumps mentioned in the concerns, pump-operating experience has
demonstrated that it was'a problem-prone design (deep draft pumps)
rather than excessive testing which was the reason for the marginal
availability of these particular pumps. In fact, plant maintenance
was planning to increase the pump surveillance (both monitoring and
operation for testing) to develop and test out design improvements.

C. Surveillance Testing Paperwork Load

The scope of the previous NSRS report and recommendations were found
to be entirely sufficient to cover the two present concerns. _ ...
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TVA•.4 (OS-!-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

V/12

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 : OEC23 2 5 385
SUBJECT: CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSE EVALUATION

REPORT NO. :

SUBJECT :

CONCERN NO.:

( X ) ACCEPT

IN-85-544-002

TIRE DOORS - VIOLATION OF PROCEDURE

IN-85-544-002

C ) REJECT

K..Whitt

BFS:JTH
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, E1OA14C-K

QTC/ERT, CONST-WBN--For response to employee.

E. K. Sliger, LP6N48A
W. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)

Principally prepared by Bruce F. Siefken.

0204U
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TV A 64 (0.•,-9-65)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

F 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)

DATE 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 1-85-544-002.

If you have any questions, please contact W. L. Byrd at 3774, Watts Bar

Nuclear Plant P&E (Nuclear).

WLB:RRG:NC
Attachment

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

Vv1aA

R,,11 T7 Q R,17n1,;.. Ranv Rpa,,idnrl, nn th b Pnvrnll ,(a71jna."S 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-85-5 4 4-002-02 - "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-85-54 4-002-02 - 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.

Principally prepared by William A. Bartlett, extension 3287



T\rA 64 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TO E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

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

DATE : 2 3  q

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 IN-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

I Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM
Attachment
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 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:

Signature

I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. IN-85-271-001
Subject FSAR COMMITMENTS INCORRECTLY STATED for action/disposition.

Date

D.... Tr 0 0_.*_ V-J' __ #1" P--11 pl-



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 QCP 4.13 should be examined
and rectified.

Fh

Reviewed b§Prepared b



~QUALITY
_TECHNOLOGY

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
ANSI 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 of
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, as
amended through summer 1972 addenda.

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 D1.l-Rev. 1-73 as
modified by TVA General Construction Specification G-29C.

1974 Revision to Structural Welding Code, AWS Dl.l-Rev.2-74 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

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

TVA Construction Specification G-29 "Process Specification for
Welding" is 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 the
criteria in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code.

(1) The FSAR commitment to ASME II, III, 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 validity of inspections
satisfying the code of record for WBNP.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued

(2) The FSAR states G-29C conforms to the criteria in AWS D1.l-72.
However, in 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 FSAR.

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 is 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 ACI (concrete) references AWS
D1.1 for welding, not ASME.

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

CONCERN NO: IN-85-282-002

S 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" is a true statement. It is noted that the applicable
code and standards address maximum reinforcement not minimum however
caution is given to required minimum wall thickness. Grinding/cleaningS of weld surfaces will not mask surface conditions.
Codes/standards reference "masking indications" in the as welded
condition and cleaning by grinding/flapper wheel is 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.

PREPARED BY \N\ \

v ' OATE

REVIEWED BY ' DATE
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FIMAL
REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. IN-85-282-002, IN-85-271-001
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Involved: -- Welding
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

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

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

smooth.

4. Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental sheetiA if necessary)

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

No X Yes - If Yes, Explain: ..

AND
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any

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

No .-X Yes If Yes, Explain: ..

OR t .
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:__

----------------------------------------------------------------

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
OR

ERT Form M



Page 2 of 2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

U. 'rh is deficierncy represernts a sigrificart deficiency in
cor, st ruct ior, of or sigir, ficant dariage to a structure, systeem or
c,-o,-,nr,ert which will require extensive evaluatiosr, extensive
redesi gn. c-r extensive repair ti:, meet the criteria arnG h -e
stated ir, the safety analysis reo0-ort c-r (crist ructi- ,r, •erIrit or
to -ctherwise establish the adeal-acy of the structure, systern,
or W c-mpor, ent to pert fo, r-m its intended safety furnction.
No ___iYes If Yes, Explain:

---------------------------------------------------

PR
E. This deficiency represents a sianificant deviation from the

performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _X Yes --- If Yes, Explain:

---------------------------------------------------

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

This Condition was Identified by: 4141-3
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

ERT Project Marnager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

Date Time .
- - - - - - - - - - D a e _ - - - - - - -

ERT Form



TVA 64 (0S-9-65) (0P-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TO : E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

I 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-XI5

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

Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM
Attachment
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 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

•03U



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: IN-85-445-004

RECOMMENDATIONS

Q-85-445-00 4-01: 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-85-445-004-0 2 : 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-85-4 45 -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

\ COMPANY

P.O. BOX 600 Sweetwater, TN 37874 (615)365-4414

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO:

PAGE I OF 5

IN-85-445-004
IN-85-445-X15

CONCERN: 004: Instrument line supports (numbers known) had

inspection requirements incorrectly signed off by
individual other than the inspector (names known).

No action by TVA, or any disciplinary action to the

individual has been relayed to this CI.
Construction Department concern.

X15: Instrument line support inspection requirements
falsified.

INVESTIGATION
PERFORMED BY: T. Hough

DETAILS:

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:

CONFIDENTIAL

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

1. TVA Investigation Report: (No. Known)

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

3. Installation Operation Sheets (IOS's) for above
(Various)

FOS's:



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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

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:

This concern is substantiated. The investigation involved
comprehensive review of handwriting samples (from vaulted quality
records), reinspection of suspect supports and review of the
allegation investigation performed by TVA. In addition, during
the investigation several observations were made concerning
conditions that appear adverse to quality.

FINDINGS:

By comparing several sample signatures and initials of the
supposed inspector and the alleged forger, it was determined that
there are handwriting characteristics sufficient to indicate that
the initials and dates on the suspect documents were not prepared
by the supposed inspector. Without additional suspect 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 forgeries could have been prepared by
this individual.

Although TVA investigated this incident (Ref: TVA investigation-
No. Known) and also substantiated the allegation ( and indicated
that it was safety-related) no action was taken concerning the
forged signatures. The TVA investigation centers around the

hardware adequacy aspects of the incident and does not adequately
address the fact that someone (not the inspector) signed an
inspection attribute illegally.

PAGE 2 OF 5



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: IN-85-445-004
IN-85-445-Xi5

---------------------------------------------------------- ------------
DETAILS:

The TVA investigation report stated that "this allegation appears
to be an improper transfer of initials,...". However, there is no

objective evidence supporting a reason or need for a "transfer of

initials", thus rendering the suspect initials and dates as an

intentional wrongdoing. The TVA investigation report sites NCR

(No. Known) as the closure mechanism for this allegation, yet this
NCR does not address illegal signing of inspection attributes. In

addition, the NCR Block 4A states that the welds were reinspected
and found to be acceptable. However, no reinspection
documentation was found or referred to on the original FOS's, and
the original FOS's (with the indeterminate initials and dates) are

still the only records for these supports in the vault. Also,

block 4A of the NCR states that the two (2) FOS's involved,
contained only one hanger each, when in actuality, the FOS's

involved a total of four (4) hangers, (two each). As a result,

this renders the remaining two hangers indeterminate.

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

OBSERVATIONS:

1. There is no traceability between the FOS(s) and item(s)
inspected. This is contrary to 1OCFR5O, Appx. B, Criterion
XVII.

2. With respect to item #1 above, an attempt was made to
identify the supports associated with the FOS sample. As a
result, of 89 hangers fabricated on 13 randomly selected
FOS's only 41 hangers could be accounted for by the NSB

Instrumentation Group. This is contrary to 1OCFR5O, Appx. B,

Criterion XVII.

3. Within the FOS sample, one vaulted FOS indicates that two

47A051-42 hangers were fabricated and inspected. However,
the attendent drawings depict 47AO51-42A hangers and
something similar to a 47A051-42C hanger. In addition, the
IOS drawing shows something different than all the above
typicals. This is contrary to 1OCFR5O, Appx. B, Criterion V
& XVII.

PAGE 3 OF 5



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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

DETAILS:

4. Another vaulted FOS indicated that two 47A051-42 hangers were
fabricated and inspected. However, the attendent drawings
depict 47AOSI-42A hangers and again something similar to a
47AO51-42C hanger. The IOS associated with this FOS
("Material Description" section) calls for 2 each 47A051-42
hangers, yet the drawing depicts something similar to a
47A051-42C hanger typical. This is contrary to lOCFR5O,
Appx. B, Criterion V & XVII.

5. Items 3 & 4 above, present the following questions:

a. These hangers are installed in safety-related
systems and the typical details are designated as
Seismic Category I structures, therefore the
typicals as drawn have been analyzed for worst case
loads, moments and seismic effects. Have the
as-built configurations been so analyzed? If not,
this is contrary to 1OCFR5O, Appx. B, Criterion
III.

b. For all typical supports throughout the plant,
where changes were made by the craft, were
deviations from the typicals analyzed for actual
loads, actual moments, and seismic effects, and was
this addressed in the Watts Bar responses to
NRC-OIE Bulletins 79-02 and 79-14?

NOTE: Items 5a & 5b have resulted in the following
concern; IN-85-445-XI7.

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

Insufficient weld
Incorrect material (structural members)

* Supports fabricated contrary to "typical" detail
No support variances for noted deviations

This is contrary to 1OCFR50, Appx. B, Criterion X.
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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

DETAILS:

7. Two vaulted FOS's (Ref. OBSV #3 & 4) provide documentation
for instrument supports that appear to be similar to

47A051-42C typical supports. These FOS's were signed and

dated 5-1-80, yet the 47A051-42C typical did not exist until

6-24-81. This is contray to 1OCFR50, Appx. B, Criterion III,

V, X, XV, XVI, XVII.

CONCLUSION:

This concern is substantiated.

This conclusion is based on the following:

* Comprehensive review of vaulted handwriting samples
* The TVA Allegation Investigation only marginally

addresses the forgery.
An investigaton was performed, but no formal accusations

were made and the TVA Personnel File of the alleged

forger does not document this incident.
* Discrepancies noted on vaulted FOS documents

* Discrepancies noted on IOS's

Discrepancies noted during the field walkdown.

Support Variance Logs and Records do not support

deviations noted during field walkdown.

Prepared

Reviewed

Byi/ ,/- e5- 8

DATE

.....

PACE 5 OF 5



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. IN-85-445-004
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Involved:__Seismic _C~at_lLnst=u=ntntSouprt .....
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)

3. Descriptiion of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc. )
Construction of unapproved instrument supports.

----------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemental ý5heets if ,necessary)

A. This design or construction. deficiency,"--", Were, it to have
remained uncorrected, could have affected adverse'l-y4 the safety

of operations of the nuclear power plant .it any time throughout

the expected lifetime of the plant.

No Yes X If Yes, EExplain: Construction of unapp-roved

instrument support s.

AND

B. This deficiency represents a sinnificant breakdown in any

portion of the quality assurance program conducted in

accordance with the requirements of Appendix B.ý-•

No Yes X If Yes, Explain: Quality inspection and approval

of unapproved instrument supports.

OR

C. This deficiency represents a sionificant 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 Yes s __ If Yes, Explain:_ r _

---------------------------------

OR

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Th j. s deficiency represents a signifiJrart deficiency irl
cornstruction- ofr significant damage to -A structure, system or
co'.or ert which wil]. reakutire extensive evaluat ionil extensive
redes L(J ,, I r extensive repair to meet the criteria an J ares
stated in the safety analysis reoort -:)r coristructir permi t c~
to otherwjise establish the adeauacy of the struct ure, systemra,

r c,-mporer't to per'tform its -intercied- safety furnctior,.
No Yes X If Yes, Explain: Construction of unapproved

instrument supportqs.

------------r - -----------------------------------------------------

E. This deficiency ;represents a sign ificant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

-------------------- 
------------------------------------------------

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

This Condition was IdentMinfeied by:
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

,---------- ........ ---- Date Time
Signed

ERT Form



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. IN-85-445-004
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Involved:_
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

Model, etc.)

3. Description of Problem (Attach related documents, photos,
sketches, etc. )
Inspection-and acceptance of unapproved and nonconforming instrument supports.

.4. Reason for Reportability: (Use supplemential 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 a any-time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

No Yes X If Yes,- E plain: Inspection and acce]?tance of

unapproved and nonconforming instrument sup~ports.

AND
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any

portion of the quality assurance program conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Appendix-Ba -,
No Ye .... pqqý o and"!,"' " 

.

No Yes X If Yes, Explain: Inspection and acceptance of

1 t identify

•onnnonfn_ ing-u nauring._ia•tie __Qn_------------------------
OR

C. This deficiency represents a sianificant 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 Yes X If Yes, Explain: Unapkroved suq prt desin,..

---o-nstr-t t- 
- -- 

and installed.

OR

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

L). Thzs def iciercy reDresents a significant deficiency i r
cor,'structior, of o'r.csigrn ificant damage to A structure, system or
cgowoi:rgerst which wii I reauire extensive evaluat ion, extenlsive
r ed estqI. or" extensive repair to meet the criteri a a., YC hase.S
stated irt the safety analysis report 'r co.rstriuct ion oer'L t -r
t0o otherpwise establish the adeauacy of the structure, syst em,
... te -,cotpo, e,•- pert, form-its interded safety fur, tior,.
No Yes ____ If Yes, Explain: Inspection and acceptance of

-unalp-.CLVecd-aQ=_Io/c xfQzg instrument su]p-rts . unapp2roved support design,

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluat ion, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No _ 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: - - 3 -6
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

RT-Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

t e-------------------D - T -me
Signed

ERT Form



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. TN-R9-44--O04-

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

2. Identification of Item Involved: Seismic Cat I Instrument Su~prts
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,
Model, etc.)

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

Inadequate traceability from Q.A. record to items inspected.

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 ar any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

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

record to items inspected.

AND7
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any

portion of the, quality assurance program conducted in
accordance wi-th-the requirements of Appendix B.

No Yes X If Yes, Explain: Inade.quate traceab il ity fromQ-A.

_ecnritd _items _nspent•L _ _

OR
C. This deficiency represents a simnificant 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:

OR

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

j). shs deficiency reoresernts a siqnrificant def iciency in
conrstructior, of o1--i'5igrificant darnape to a structure, syster• or
* otr,.o ri er, t which wi ll recauire externsive eeval uat io.,, ext en; ive
r*e d.e s in. ,::,, extensaie repair to meet the criteria a ri n ' .
stated in t he siafety anal ysis repCort or i::, st rUct ioC Cer0ria t r or
to c, therwise establish the adeauacy of the structure, sys'tem,
-r O crn, -:,rer,'t; tc' per't F.:,rr its intended safety fur nct ior.
N,__ X Yes If Yes, Explain:

---------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------

E. This deficiency represents a significant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No X Yes - If Yes, Explain: .

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

This Condition .was Identified by:
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext./

ERT roject Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

-- ------------------------------- Date Time
Signed

ERT Form



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. IN-85-445-XI5
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identificat ion of Item Involved: Seisc•t_C I~nstrument Supports
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

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

sketches, etc. )
Illegal signing of inspection attributes (forgery) - intentional wrongdoing.

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

A. This design or construction deficiency,,' we:re, 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, EAplain: _Illeeal signing of inspection

attributes iforrger.y)_ - intentional wronndoin_.

AND
B. This deficiency represents a significant breakdown in any

portion of the' -quality assurance program conducted in
/,accordance with-the' requirements of App'endix-B. .

No Yes X If Yes, Explain:_ Illeg alsinin0finsipetion

----r h _fr ry l_ n t ionai wrongdoin .i. . . . .. . . .

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 __Z__ Yes ..... If Yes, Explain:_

OR

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1). This defi.cien-cy represents a si r, i f icart deficiecy irn
conr,structior, of o.r signrificant dartiage to a structure, system '-,r-
cr C, r1111o C.- r, e rit which will. require extens1ive eva 1 uat icr-, exter s ie
rer1esi .. ::,r extersiv e repair to meet the criteria ar, n ba.e.:ý
stated i n the safety aralysis reo,-rt ":or c'r,structior, perm i1t orD
tor-, othertise establ.ish- the adeouacy of the structure, system,
.-r c-lpcrtent to pert form its- i rt ernded safet y' furct io,.
N.,:< Yes X If Yes, Explain: Illegal sienin of inspection

-r er- intentional wrongd.oin......

-------------------------------------------------------------------

E. This deficiency represents a sianificant deviation from the
performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive+ redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.
No X Yes . If Yes, Explain:

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

This Condition was Identified by: ------
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext;.

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

Sig --- - ------------ Date Time
Signed

ERT Form



TVA G4 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TO : E. R. Ennis, Plant Manager, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

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

DATE : DEC23 i?

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

Director, NSRS/Designee

BFS:GDM

Attachment
cc (Attachment):

R. P. Denise, LP6N35A-C
D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 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.

I Signature Date

D....TTI C .... ÷_.. 1- ..... V -•. 7--



NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS

EMPLOYEE CONCERN NUMBER: PH-85-014-002

RECOMMENDATIONS

Q-85-01 4-002 : 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.



A QUALITY
TECHNOLOC

!C)C\ COMPANY
P.O. BOX 600

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

Sweetwater, TN 37874

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 General 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,
Termination."

Revision 7, dated 4/26/85, "Inspection of Cable

(615)365-4414
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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 3/2 8/85
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.
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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.

2. 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.

3. 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 inspections.

4. A further contact was made with the CI in which the list 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 interviewees 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 inspectors 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.
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CONCERN NO: PH-85-014-002

DETAILS, continued

FINDINGS, continued

5. Since no names or incidents were revealed, it 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.

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

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

8. 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).

9. 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 inconsistent. 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:
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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 I-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 l-2PM-293-6566-E and
1-lCR-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 I-4PLC-293-1136-A

CONTACT WITH CI:

On 11/22/85, the CI was contacted to discuss the results of the subject
r nvestigation. 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.
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PAGE 6 OF 6

DETAILS, continued

OBSERVATIONS:

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

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

Details: Location. RZ250 /716' Accumulator Room
Building 1.
Instrument: I-LT-3-164-A
Panel: 1-L-184B

the course of

was found to be

#3, Reactor

2. An unidentified, non-divisional conduit was observed, by the EQC
inspector, to be entering valve, I-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

i 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.:
Date of Observation:
System #:
Floor Elevation:
AZIMUTH:
Building Location
Insulation Identifiers:
Item Damaged

1
10/25/85
68
716 Feet

73 Degrees
Heat Exchanger Room
67-21,22,23,24
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

PEVIEWED'BY

DATE

DATE
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SHEET 1 OF 1

ERT FILE NO. PH-85-014-002

WORK RELEASES REVIEWED BY ERT

WBNP UNIT 1

WORK PLAN#

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

E290E01
4273
4273

SYSTEM

68&30
61
77
30
293
62,70,74
293
290
293
290
293
292
292
293
290&293
290
43
293
290
292
290
290
290
65
292
292
290
290
292
292

WORK RELEASE #

19022
18473
18710
18732
18799
18627
18538
18260
18276
18598
18599
19004
19011
18854
18943
18961
19014
18661
18614
19056
19149
18724
18820
18436
18392
18391
18689
18613
18603
18602

INITIATION
DATE

7/2 3/8 4
6/19 /8 4
7/3/8 4
7/6/8 4
7/11/8 4
6/24 /8 4
6/2 5/8 4
6/6/8 4
6/7/8 4
6/27/8 4
6/27/8 4
7/20 /8 4
7/2 1/8 4
7/12/84
7/19/8 4
7/20 /8 4
7/22/8 4
6/30/8 4
6/28/84
7/25 /8 4
8/1/8 4
7/5/8 4
7/10/84
6/18 /8 4
6/14/8 4
6/14/8 4
7/2/8 4
6/28 /8 4
6/27/84
6/27 /8 4

COMPLETION
DATE

7/3 0/8 4
9 /3 0/84
9/2 9/8 4
8/4/8 4
10/17/84
7 /2 6/8 4
7/13/8 4
7/6/8 4
6/2 8/8 4
8/3/84
7/18/8 4
7 /2 5/84
9/7/8 4
8/1/8 4
8/5/84
8/3/84
8/2 8/8 4
7 /2 5/84
7/12/8 4
8/6/8 4
9/2 1/8 4
7 /3 0/84
7/19/8 4
6/2 7/84
8/9/84
8/8/8 4
10/3 1/8 4
7/12/8 4
8/3 1/8 4
7/6/8 4
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SHEET 1 OF 2

ERT FILE: PH- 85-014-002

RESULTS OF FIELD WALKDOWN INSPECTION

l.A Work Release
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size
Procedure
Findings
Results

1.B Work Release
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size
Procedure
Findings
Results

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

3. Work Release
IRN
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number:
Size
Procedure
Findings
Results

19022
RB 1
AZ 340 Degrees/El.716'
AZ 038 Degrees/E1.716'
l-2PM-293-6566-E
3/4"I
QCP 3.03 rev. 17
Damaged Flexible Conduit
Unsatisfactory

19022
RBI
AZ 20 degrees/El.703"
AZ 18 degrees/El.703'
I-lCR-293-4406
3/4"I
QCP 3.03 Rev. 17
None
Satisfacory

18710
RB1
AZ 279 degrees/Ei.716'
l-3VC-293-1404-B

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

18627
REC. 138
RBl
AZ 301 degrees/El.716'

AZ 333 degrees/El.716'
1-4VC-293-1498-B
1 1/2"I
QCP 3.03 Rev. 17
Conduit not identified as it enters the wall.
Unsatisfactory
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4. Work Release
IRN
Location
Coordinates
Conduit Number:
Size
Procedure
Findings

18473
GLR 133
RBI
AZ 300 degreees/El.
1-3VC-293-3448-B
2"I

756' or 803"

QCP 3.03 Rev. 17
(a) Span violation near 2-JB-293-TEE-B END, i.e.,

between 1st and 2nd support relative to Tee,
is found to be 11'4"

(b) Field identification of the conduits at Tee
is incorrect. The actual field condition
indicates conduits 3448B 3455B

3460B

instead of 3448B 3465B

3460B
Results

Work Release
Location
Coordinates

Conduit Number
Size
Procedure
Findings

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

Unsatisfactory

18732
RBI
AZ 250 degress/El.738"
R53- 10 3/4"
I-3PLC-293-1136-A
2"I
QCP 3.03 Rev. 16
(a) Flex conduit is loose and needs torquing;
(b) Respective penetration not identified;
(c) 1st 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
RBI - Accumulator #3
AZ 250 Degrees/El. 725'
1-3T-293-3792
1 1/2" I
QCP 3.03,Rev. 17
None
Satisfactory

5.



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

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

2. Identification of Item Involved:---
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

Model, etc.)
3. 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.

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 a any time throughout
the expected lifetime of the plant.

No Yes X If Yes, E'..plain:_ Defective conduit installations

could create failure of safety-related cables which could jeopardize safe

operations of the plant.

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: Inadequate quality control

_jpkeQctions renders the ga luity of the conduit installations to be indeterminate

2n jvS_ av_4pjttqpof Criterion X. --__- -
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:

OR

ERT Form M
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

D). rhis defici.ency represents a i rn i1 fcartt def iciency inr
c,-,r.-tructionr of ,--i'r si ri'ficfarat darmaae to .a structure, system ocr
cC--I'l1C.)r erit which wiIl reqlitre ext eras sive evajluat ioc'n, ext ens iv \e
red ces i•], •c.. extensive r'epair to- meet the nriteria ,wrd e
stated ir, tr•e safet ' arnalysis reprort ,7:r (orstructi,-,r cier',it c~r
to ctherwjise establish the adequiacy of the struct ure, system,
of ,.rampo~rewter i:. perttf''rnm its itterded safety furncticr,.

\J- X Yes If Yes, Explain:

---------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------OR
E. This deficiency represents a sianificant deviation from the

performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain: -

--------------------------------------------------

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

This Condition was Identified by: ....----

ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

projectM Ph one Ext.

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

--------------------------- 
Date __Time_

Signed

ERT Form@



TVA (E4 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

I TO : H. L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant

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

DATE : DEC 2 3 1g85
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, ElOA14 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

H. S. Sanger, WBN
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C

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

T) ... 0 0 .:. . . D . . D . . • . . . • • D . . .1 . , - . I -



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]

Prepared by , z/-1/8- LI/ Reviewed by /1 o/2Y
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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 logs/RWP timesheets
issued for year 1984 (See Microfilm - TVA Roll Nos.
743,744,745,746,747,748, and 749).



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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.

PAGE 2 OF 14



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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 is
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."
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CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

OBSERVATIONS, continued

I. 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."

.C. Paragraph 4.2 B:

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

D. 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."

II. Radiological Control Instruction RCI-14:

A. Section III. I:

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

B. 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."

C. 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. Continued

D. Section VII. B.l:

"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
VII. B.1

A. 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).

B. 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.

C. RWP 02-2-00630 No. 0161:

See last page of timesheet - "Total MREM rec'd" not shown.

D. 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(2) 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.1.

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.

(3) 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.

(4) 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(4) 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

(5) 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" under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D) Record" - improper
correction.
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PAGE 8 OF 14ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(5) continued

E. RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0023:

See "Radiological
"Time(T)/Dosimeter(D)
correction.

Information" and "In/Out" under
Record" - writeovers and improper

F. 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" - improper
correction and writeover.

G. RWP 02-2-00244 No. 0006:

See "In/Out"
writeovers.

under "Time(T)/Dosimeter(D)

H. RWP 02-2-00250 No. 0030:

See "Protective Requirements" - writeover (Obliteration).

I. RWP 02-1-85116 No. 0008:

See Page 1 - Left side illegible.
See Page 4 - Right side illegible.

See "I.D. No. (Sl,MR,WP)" on 1st. 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.

J. RWP 02-1-85116 No. 0011:

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

"In/Out"

Record"

under



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(6) 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.

(7) 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 log 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

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 log shows an issue 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 log 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 log 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 log 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

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 log has timesheet 0173 lined out (as if it

were voided or not used). However, microfilm file 000744 -
2751 contains timesheet 0173.

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

RWP timesheet log has timesheets 0014 and 0017 lined 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.

M. 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.

N.a RWP 02-2-00215 No. 0016:

RWP timesheet log 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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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 12 OF 14

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(7) continued

0. 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.

(8) 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.

(9) 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.



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

II. continued

(10) 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.

(11) Administrative Instruction AI-7 Paragraph 3.1 states in part
"...QA 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.I 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. 0i61.

CONCLUSIONS:

This concern is not substantiated.

This conclusion is based on the following:
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PAGE 14 OF 14ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-028-001

DETAILS, continued

CONCLUSIONS, continued

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

(B) TLD badge reading data and personal dosimetry data supplied
by Health Physics did not indicate any overexposures at any
time for the CI.

(C) 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.

PREPARED BY

7/
REVIEWED.'

/Vi

D TE

DATE



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. XX-85-028-001
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Involved:
(Nomenclature, system, manuf.,SN,

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

sketches, etc.)

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.

---------------------------------------------------------

4. Reason for Reportabi-lity: (Use supplemental- 5h~ets if necessary)

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

No X Yes - If Yes, EAplain: --

------------------------- ------------------------------

--------------- ------------

AND7

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

No _X Yes If Yes, Explain:

------------------------------- 
------ -------------

OR

C. This deficiency represents a sirinificant 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:

S0-------------------------------------------

- -----------------------------------------------------

Nk OR

ERT Form M



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

u). rhis deficriency represernts a signifirant deficierIcy irn
c, ri'structior, of or significarit dartaEe to A strtucture, syste, o-r
coia1cr, ft which wi ll require externsive eval uat i',r, extenrsive
redResi_ L ig cr extersive repair tor meet the criteria -,Ar r2.re0
st at ed i r, t rhe safety ar al ysis repcrt o.-r cC".,r, st rucCt i I-,, )eri t ,-:,
t.., ctheirwise establish the adeQ'Aacy of the st ructure, systerii,
-., C -0- rp r e n t t o p e i t form 11 s ,t edie I sf e t y furct ior.

Nc. _.X__Yes --- If Yes, Explain:

---------------------- 7----------- r----------------

---------------------------------------------------

E. This deficiency represents a sionificant 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 L _ 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:
ER Group Manager Phone Ext.

ERT Project Manager Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment o receipt by NSRS

Date Time /C/
S i gned

ERT Form



TVA 64 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

I TO : H. L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant

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

DATE EC 24 1985
SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL

Transmitted herein is NSRS Report No. 1-85-772-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

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, ElOA14 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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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-772-SQN

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS: XX-85-070-007

SNUBBERS NOT INSTALLED PER DESIGN DRAWINGSSUBJECT:

DATES OF
INVESTIGATION: NOVEMBER 19-25, 1985

LEAD
INVESTIGATOR:

REVIEWED BY:

APPROVED BY:

E.(F. HARWELL

M. W. ALEXANDER

R. C. SAUER

DATE

DATE

DATE



I. 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.

II. 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. If 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.

III. 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.

2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. 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). Individual 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.

6. 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.

7. 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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8. Individual 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).

IV. 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

1. TVA Topical Report (TVA-TR75-1A), Rev. 3, Section 17.2.3, Modification
Control

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

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

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

5. 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)

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

7. SNP Construction Procedure No. P-30, Rev. 5, dated May 26, 1981,
"Fabrication and Installation of Seismic Supports"

8. 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)

9. 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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TVA 64 (OS-9-65) (OP-WP-5-85)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

I TO : H. L. Abercrombie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant

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

DATE : , '. 7

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.

P 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

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, ElOA14 C-K
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
Eric Sliger, LP6N48A-C
J. H. Sullivan, SQN

DW. F. Willis, E12B16 C-K (4)
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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]

Principallyoprepared by R. C. Sauer.



0QUALITYTECHNOLOGY
CCOMPANY

P.O. BOX 600 0 SWEETWATER, TN. 37874

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.

Invest igat ion
Performed by: Michael P. Mills

Details:

Individuals Contacted: Confident ial

Documents Reviewed:

General Construction Specification
Technical Instruction TI-70 Rev. 3
General Drawing Notes ' 050 Series
Maintenance Instruction MI-lO.14
Process Specification 4.M.1.1 Rev.
Standard Practices Manual SQA - 45

Summary of Investigation:

#G-55 Rev. 4

9

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).

(615)365-4414



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPAE2O 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) In those situations where carbon steel
hangers support stainless steel piping, paint was often used in
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 in
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).
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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 less 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 is

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 CZ 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). Several 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:
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

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 inorganic
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 is 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.
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ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

CONCERN NO: XX-85-038-001

PAGE 5 OF 5

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.

Prepared by

Reviewed by, L
date
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A- rWAdCMAC "A"

10-0
ATTACDHMIkNT TO S(Q-CAR,-85-01-

i. Stainless steel piping for Systems 62, 63, 87, 72, 77, 78, and 67 has

been partially coated with black enamel, Phenoline 305, Wr Carbozinc ii

paint in numerous areas of the auxiliary building.

2. Stainless steel safety related piping has been allowed to contact black

enamel paint (unapproved per SQAlou) which has been applied to piping

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

3. System 67 stainless steel piping has been alllowed to contact carbon

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

barrier material (approved protective coating, stainless steel shim,

silicon coating, or stain)_ess steel weld buildup).

4. Material whicch is unapproved per SQAl60 (masking cape) was found

applied to a system 72 pipe in the auxiliary buili:lng, unit 2, 714

elevation, penetration room.

Note: 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. Identification of Item Involved: Carbon Steel/stainless steel interface

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

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

Stainless steel pipe supported by carbon steel hangers with no stainless

steel insert if the hanger is painted with inorganic zinc- This paint can

be rubbed offpyd throughn1t the plant1

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.

NO X YES If Yes, Explain:

AND

B. This deficiency rep.resents a significant breakdown in any portion of

the quality assurance program conducted 
in accordance with the requirements

of Appendix B.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR

C. This deficiency represents a significant 
deficiency in final design as

approved and released for construction 
such that the design does not

conform to the criteria bases stated in 
the safety analysis report or

construction permit.

No X Yes If Yes, Explain:

OR 
ERT Form M



Page 2 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 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:

Acknowledgment receipt by NSRS

Signed

ERT•'roup Manager

ERt Project Manag)

Date /z2/3/ t

Phone Ext.

Phone Ext.

Time _/_30

ERT Form M
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. XX-85-038-001 (ID_ No.,_if _reported)(ERT Concern No.) -(ID No., if reported)
2 Identification of Item Involved: Coating of Stainless Steel Piping

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

3. 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

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.

NO YES X If Yes, Explain: Black enamel, phenoline 305 and

Carbozinc II have not been approved for application to SS pipe and

could lead to porihle rdpfects in the pipe.

AND

B. This deficiency rep-resents a significant 
breakdown in any portion of

the quality assurance program conducted 
in accordance with the requirements

of Appendix B.

x
No Yes If Yes, Explain: Unapproved coating material has been

used on stainless steel pipe without properly being identified 
by

inqpection- 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 If Yes, Explain:

OR 
ERT Form M



Page 2 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.

XNo 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:
E-R Group Manager

ERT Project ManagerO

Phone Ext.

Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment receipt by NSRS

Signed

Date Time I 1V3t

ERT Form M

t



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

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

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

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

etc.)

(observation) Matea i d o "r

was found applied to a system 72 pipein the auxiliar buildin unit 2

714 elevation enetration room.

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.

NO YES X If Yes, Explain: Unapproved material (masking tape)

which may be high in halogens and chlorides can cause contamination

of stainles 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 identified 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 ___ Yes 
If Yes, Explain:

OR 
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 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 yYes 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:
ERT Group Manager

ERT Project Manager9

Phone Ext.

Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment o eceipt by NSRS

Signed

Date /! 3 Time

ERT Form M

,/ 3 (
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1. Request No. XX-85-038-001 (ID_ No.,_it _reported _

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

2. Identification of Item Involved: 
Stainless Steel in contact with Carbon Steel

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

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

etc.)

(observation) System 67 stainless steel 
i ing has to ontact

carbon steel (pipin suports material witot ii f _napproved

barrier material (approved protecte o icon
co I * I " eco

coating or stainless stee wedbidp

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.

NO YES X If Yes, Explain: Continued contat nf qS with CS

AND

B. This deficiency rep-resents 
a significant breakdown in any 

portion of

the quality assurance program 
conducted in accordance with 

the requirements

of Appendix B.

No Yes _ If Yes, Explain: SS pipe was allowed to contact 
CS

material without being 
identified through the 

inspection or nonconformance

stem. 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 If Yes, Explain:

OR 
ERT Form M



Page 2 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 If Yes, Explain;

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY HAND-CARRY

THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by:
ERT Group Manager Phone Ext.

ERT Project Managed! Phone Ext.

Acknowledgment op receipt by NSRS

Signed

Date 7-LZ-5 Time /C/13C

ERT Form M



.2

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

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

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

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

) "tainless steel piin has been allowed to contact unapproved

h i h has been applied to Piorts. Examples:

78 and 67.

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.

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.

IGSCC

AND

B. This deficiency rep-resents 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: Stainless steel pipe was allowed

to conter iinprnver black enamel paint, without properly being identified

by the insnectinn nr nnnnnnfnce pro ram. 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 If Yes, Explain:

OR 
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 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. If Yes, Explain;

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "YES", IMMEDIATELY HAND-CARRY

THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by:
ERT Group Manager

ERT Project Manager

Phone Ext.

Phone Ext.

Acknowledgmentrof receipt by NSRS

Signed

Date /2 •5 Time Y/s__

ERT Form M




