
QUALITY 
TECHNOLOGY 

\. COMPANY

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

P.O. BOX 600 
Sweetwater. TN 

37874 

PAGE 1 OF 3

CONCERN NO: IN-85-091-X02 

CONCERN: QA engineer informed ENDES group engineer not to 
issue a nonconformance report regarding lost documentation, 
filed in the document control unit-vault. Therefore, an NCR 
was not documented and issued to evaluate the condition.  

INVESTIGATION.  
PERFORMED BY:* K. M. Vadlamani 

DETAILS

Personnel Contacted: Confidential

Documents Reviewed:

ERT File IN-85-091-001 
QCI 1.08 Rev. 10 Addendum #2 
QCI 1.02 Rev. 14 Addendum #1

OA Records 
Control of Nonconforming Items

OBJECTIVE 

The objectives of this investigation to determine: 

Whether or not the cognirant QA/ENDES engineer(s) 
directed the CI not t.o issue a nonconformance 
report relative to lost documentation.  

Why QA/ENDES engineers were reluctant to 
issue/approve the NCR in the area of the subject 
concern?
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CONCERN NO: IN-85-091-X02 

DETAILS 

DISCUSSION: 

ERT investigation report TN-85-091-001 was reviewed, which 
indicated that the cognizant ENDES/QA engineers did not agree 
that a nonconformance report to document, evaluate and 
rectify the deficient condition relative to the lost cable 
splice inspection documentation reeded to be issued.  

The cognizant engineers that were interviewed, revealed 
that ENDES objected to the NCR being issued with the 
Use-As-Is disposition. This was because ENDES and QA 
engineers had a tough time in the past convincing auditors 
and NRC inspectors that the use-as-is disposition was 
correct. The cognizant ENDES engineers stated that they 
never objected to the issuance of NCRs with dispositions such 
as Use-As-Is or repair, as long as-it was justifiable and it 
fell within the guidelines of Procedure QCI 1.02. However, 
ENDES itated that as far as the subject NCR is concerned, 
they were uot in a position to approve the Use-As-Is 
disposition 'or the deficiency identified, because there was 
no evidence to indicate that -a*- official documentation 
existed for the deficiency identified by the construction 
unit. The cognizant ENDES engineers stated that QA would not 
get involved in approving NCR dispositions because 
procedurally, they (QA) do not have such authority. It was 
stated that ENDES is not responsible for the issuance and 
control of NCRs generatea by the construction groups at WBNP.  
This information was fo.nd to be in agreement with -the 
Procedure QCI 1.02.  

Discussions with the cognizant construction units revealed no 
indicationr that procedural requirements were intentionally
violated when rectifying nonconforming conditions. However, 
there exists a lack of understanding by the cognizant 
construction units on how to implement the QA programmatic 
requirements., (See IN-85-091-001 for details). The 
Cognizant construction unit personnel stated that the 
supervisors never restricted them in identifying and 
generating nonconformance reports.
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CONCERN NO: IN-85-091-XO2 

DETAILS,continued 

The information obtained from ENDES,waE- discussed and 

confirmed by the CI. The CI was asked why his statements, 
given during the ERT'S follow-up interview, differed from 

what was confirmed. The CI stated that if specific details 
were provided to ERT, it might lead the investigation to leak 

the personal identity and therefore CI opted not to provide 

the complete version of the subject concern.  

SUMMARY FINDINGS: 

1. The cognizant ENDES/QA engineers objected to the NCR 
being issued with a "Use-as-issdisposition .  

2. The responsible unit for regenerating the lost 
documentation did not originate and issue a 
nonconformance report. However, a construction 
maintenance request A 505735 dated July 2, 1985 was 
issued to correct the situation.  

3. There is no evidence that the cognizant supervisors 
prevented their employees from documenting and 
rectifying deficient conditions under the NCR system.  

4. Cognizant construction units lack an understanding in 
the implementation of QA programmatic requirements and 
in the regeneration requirements of lost documentation 
in accordance with precedure QCI 1.08, when no official 
documentation exist.  

CONCLUSION: 

Based upon the discussions with the cognizant personnel and 
the review performed, the subject concern is substantiated, 

The NCR was not issued. ERT has no further plans to continue 
the subject investigation. The cognizant WBNP management 
should review the findings for necessary actions. 4-7 1 //1 

PREPARED BY C; r-cj-e'... Y' 
REVIEWED BY '4I,~if /2bk 

DATE.  

.4 //- 8- e)/- D4/



p~,quvWs FOR REPORTAB ILmY EVaLUATION F iN A L 

1. Request No. It-85-0914 02  i o 

(ElT Concern No.) (tD No. *Lf reported) 

2. Identtfic.It±on of Item Involved: Nonennfo'Miodel, etc.) (omlnclatue, system, mariuf., SN, idlec) 

3. Description of ProblemS (Attach related document8, photos, sketches, etc.) 

.Concern: OA engineer informed ENOES irouv enQineer not to' ssue a 

tion, filed in 

nonconformance 
teoort 

regarding ost 10 t l t 

contol uit vult _ThereO~ an NCR~ was not documnted and issued to 

evaluat the condition 

4. aeason for ReportabilitY: (Use supplemetal sneets if necessary) 

A. This design Or construction deficiency, were it to have remaied 

uncorrected, could have affected adversely the safety of operation" 

of the nuclear power pilet at ay7 tim throughout the expected 

lifetime of the plant.  

so ,X...YES ___If Yes, Explain: 

3. This deftionfy rep"SoutA a simnifi&cat breakdolla in an1 portion of 

Cho quah•lt aSsu• P.rogram conducted ina accordance vith the retr±mat 

of Appendix 3.  

so .lYes . Yes, EXplaU: 

C. This deficiency represents a si ficant deficiency in final design as 

approved and rolea" for construction such that the d-siz *%I nt 

covof to the criteria bases Stat- in the safety Salysis report or 

construction pemit.  

so Yes if Yest WapIn:f.  

01 OR 

Form )4
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABI ITY EVALUATION 

D. This deficiency represents a s•inificant deficiency in construction of or 
significant damage to a structure, system or component which will require 
extensive evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to met 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 yes . If Yes, Explain; 

IF ITEM 4A, AND 4B OR 4C OR 4D OR 4E ARE MARKED "US. IIMEDIATU.EY HAND-CARRY 
THIS REQUEST AND SIPORTIG DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

This Condition was Identified by: 

Ack-wldd t ot receipt by NSRS

919 Gioup WmgrPhone Ext.  

ERTPrjet Managsr'( Phone Et 

Date Tim ____ ___

KiT Form N
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

TO S. Schum, QTC-ERT Program Manager, WBN CONS! 

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

OCT 16 W5 
DATE 

SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF INVESTIGATION REPORTS

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

IN-85-078-001 

IN-85-196-004 

IN-85-445-01 3 ____________ 

IN-85-845-004_______________ 

IN-86-102-002 

L•N-86-122-001 

PH-85-003-021

r. W. Wht 

Please acknowledge receipt by signing below, copying and returning 
this form to J. T. Huffstetler, 13537 C-K 

Name We 

Attachments 
cr: W. F. Willis, 112B16 C-K (4) 

H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-k 
E. R. Ennis. Watts Bar Nuclear Plnt 

AMP07:G3

8wy V'.S. Sa&'vnts Besds Reg awrdy o4 te Payreoll Sai4,gs Plam



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-272-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-078-001 

MILESTONE 6

SUBJECT: 

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: 

INVESTIGATOrt:

UNIT OPERATOR/SAFETY-RELATED SYSTEM 

August 1:-:. 1985 

W. D. Stevens

REVIEWED BY: 

APPROVED BY:

FINAL

Date



I. BACKGROUND

The Nuclear Safety Review Staff .nvesticated employee concarn 

IN-85-078-001 which Quality Technology Company identified during the 

Watts Bar employee concern program. The concern was worded as follows: 

Some unit operators. in WBNP unit 1. mav not be as 

knowledgeable as they should be concerning safety 

related systems. CI would not provida names of indi

viduals or any additional.  

IS. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation 4as determined to be minimum unit 

operator qualifications regarding safety-related systems for individuals 

filling these positions. TVA training and e;;perience requirements 

(which include safety-related systems' training) and NRC license 

requirements would be reviewed. The nonspecific nature of the concern 

and lact: of any additional deteils available regarding the subject 

concern prevented a more narrowly scoped approach to the investigation.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. The document which prescribes the training requirements and methods 

used by TVA to provide its operations personnel with the [nowledge 

and skill required for the safe and efficient operation of its 

nuclear power plants was found to be set forth in procedure 0202.05, 

"Nuclear Plant Operator Training Program." This document included 

the TVA licensed and nonlicensed training-programs which meet NRC 

regulation requirements. A review of this document resulted in the 

follow;ng information relating to the e:tperience and training 

reouired of each individual performing licensed-reactor operator 

duteis.  

1. The Nuclear (Nonlicensed) Operator Training Program (NOPT) was a 

comprehensive ll-w•eek training program designed to give the 

student operator fundamental background in all facets of nuclear 

power plant operation.  

2. Two years of power plant experience was required for promotion 

from Assistant Unit Operator (AUG) to Unit Operator (U0), 

including a minimum of six months at the site for which the 
license is sought and a minimum of twelve motiths in the A4 

position before wntering Reactor Operator (RO) license training.  

0. The individual must have completed the Cold or Hot License Program 

before being allowed to tale an NRC RO license examination. The 

Cold License Program (the program that was presently used at WBN) 

consisted of several applicable subprograms.  

1. Onsite Training (5 Woees) 

A combination of lectures and self-study designed to familiarize 

each candidate with design criteria, operating characteristics, 

license requirements, and plant equipment layout. Primary and 

secondary systems were discussed in depth.



2. Practical Work Assignments and Onsite Training

A comuination work and training period which covers all systems.  

r-omponents, and administrative and operating procedures.  

3. Licen3e Certification Training (12 Weeks) 

Comprised of class. Dom lectures and simulator operation.  

including technical training in safety and emergency systems.  

4. Small Reactr- Training 

A supervised program at a research or powe,* reactor during which 

10 reactor startups werw per'ormedl.  

5. Observation Training at a Comparable Operating Plant 

Th~is program stressed participation in the observation of 

operating evolutions. All safety-related systems were studied 

during this trairing.  

6. Prelicense Training 

Classroom training, simulator operations training, and plant 

walith. oughs which included safet elatud systems.  

After completion of the above trainint :'equirements. the license 

candidate was administered a cold-license ex._-.nation by the NRC.  

C. It was stated bv training and operations management personnel 

contacted that persons presently manning unit operator positions at 

WbNP held an NRC RO license, were in training to meet these 

requirements, or would be placed in required training before being 

allowed to operate the safety-related systems' controls after fuel 

loading.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This concern was not substantiated.  

The training documents reviewed concerning the minimum qualifications 

for the position of unit operator at WbNP required extensive training 

and experience in safety-related systems. All individuals occupying 

these positions were qualified unit operators holding a Reactor 

Operators license from the NRC or were in training to meet TVA and NRC 

requi rmeents, 

etcgewft.elgms

None.



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-384-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN PH-85-003-021 

MILESTONE 1 - FUEL LOAD

SUBJECT: 

DATES OF INVESTIGATION:

LEAD INVESTIGATOR: 

INVESTIGATOR:

UNEVALUATED CUTTING OF REINFORCING STEEL 

September 16-27, 1985

P. K:. Howarcd

Dat -

REVIEWED BY: 

APPROVED BY:

Date 

FINAL



I. BACKGROUND

NSRS has investigated employee concern PH-85-003-C021 which the Quality 

Technology Company (OTC) identified during the Watts Bar Employee 

Concern Program. The concern is worded: 

"Management required personnel to drill holes in concrete and cut rebar 

without an engineering evaluation being conducted." 

IS. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation was determined from the stated concern to 

be that: reinforcing steel was cut without Office of Engineering (OE) 

evaluation through an approved process: e.g., Field Change Requests 

(FCRs). The activities performed by NSRS during this investigation are 

listed below.  

A. Reviaw of Office of Construction (OC) WBN plant procedures including: 

1. WBN-QCI-l.07, RIl. Work Release 

WBN-QCP-l.14. RIO*n and Testing of Bolt Anchors Set in 

H-dened Concrete and Control of Attachmentsto Embedded Features 
--------------------------------------------------------------

B. Review of TVA commitments and requirements, including: 

1. Final Safety Analysin Report (FSAR) - WBN, Section 3.8, "Design 

of Category I Structures" 

2. TVA General Cunstruction Specification G-32% Eg12_-00SbEt__ifl 

C. Interviews with Office of Engineering (OE) and site personnel 

associated with reinforcing steel engineering and inspection 

practicest and 

D. Review of documentation includingt 

1. 1.5 "2reel Drilling or Cutting Releases" (WBN-QCP-I.07) 

. Nonconforming Condition Report (NCR) 2755 (RIMS WBN 801120 006) 

Memorandum from J. A. Raulston to L. M. Mills dated June 2, 

1981. "Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Units I and 2 - Unauthori:ed 

Cutting of Reinforcing Steel in the Diesel Generator Building 

NCR 27%5R Report No. 4 (Revised Final)" (RIMS NED 810622 262) 

4. "Rebar Cuts - Book I, Aux:liary and Associated Buildings" (RIMS 
WBP 8Z09", 027) 

5. "Rebar Cuts - Book II, Feactort Controls DVG and ADG Buildings" 
(RIMS WBP 8Y)09: 028) 

6. CONST Quality Assurance Audit WO-G-12-04. "Control and 

Installation of Bolt Anchors"



III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based upon review of the applicable documents and interviews with 

individuals associated with the subject, NSRS substantiated the 

identified concern. Described below are the results of the 

investigation and the basis for substantiation.  

A. Review of TVA Commitments and Requirements 

The FSAR for WBN in Section 3.8, "Design of Categcry I Structures," 

states the codes, standards, and specifications for which the design 

and construction of the applicable structures are based. Paragraphs 

3.8.1 (concrete containment), 3.8.3 (concrete interior structure), 

and 3.8.4 (other Category I structures) state that TVA is committed 

to TVA General Construction Specification G-32, P2_ _ 
a eC• . TVA G-32 subsequently states that unless 

apecifically permitted, reinforcing steel shall not be cut or 

drilled to install anchors.  

B. Review of OC WBN Plant Procedures 

The requirements of TVA G-32 and OE design drawings are defined in 

WBN-GCP-1. 14. Hardened 

CgniVete "D tCgn _ gF A@tg gaah:j tg gmte§gegF Ui and 

WBN-GCI-I.07, W2CL_222. These procedures requiro OE approval 

prior to starting work anytime rebar is to be cut. OE approval 

appeared in site Civil Engineering Unit (CEU) and OE logbooks prior 

to June 1982. Since June 1982, Field Change Requests (FCRs) have 

been required to obtain OE permission to cut rebar.  

C. Interviews with WBN Site and OE Personnel 

1. Employee A informed NSRS that unevaluated cutting had occurred 

in the Diesel Generator Building due to craft personnel being 

instructed to cut rebar. No cutting release was present prior 

to starting work. T his was identified and dispositioned by 

means of NCR 2755R (initiated 11/20/80, closed 4/27/81).  

Employae A also indicated that due to past problems in the area, 

the craft is now fully aware of the requirements concerning 

robar cutting. NSRS was made aware of the review undertaken by 

OE to evaluatv and document all known possible cases of robar 

cutting. OC used site logs. CE logs, site work releases, and 

NCRs to perform their evaluation. Employee A felt that the 

current program was providing adequate control, and no 

additional problems appeared to be occurring.  

.• Employee 9 also informed NSRS of NCR 2755R. NSRS was informed 

that there was supposed to be a work release, but it could not 

be located. Employee 9 stated that a core drill was bought, and 

the craft were instructed to go ahead and cot rebar to install 
anchors. "9" was not aware of any other problems and stated 

that unit personnel were aware that approved cutting releases 

wore required prior to starting work, 

•. Emoloyee C was not as familiar with NCR 2755R as wor "A" and 

B." "C" was, however, aware of CW's review and evaluation.  

"C's" information was similar to that supplied by Employee A.



4. Employee D discussed OE's role and the methods used for 

performing their evaluation. This evaluation was contained in 

"Rebar Cuts - Books I and II" which include design calculations 

and marked-up master prints showing cut rebar locations. Twenty 

(20) work releases obtained by NSRS were specifically reviewed 

with Employee D. OE's evaluation appeared to be comprehensive 

to the extent possible with the information 
available. "D" 

indicated that this evaluation is an accumulative one. New FCRs 

and NCRs are received and incorporated on subsequently issued 

drawings. Before approval to cut rebar is given, the latest 

issued drawings and the "Rebar Cuts - Books I and I1" are used 

together to evaluate any cuts proposed.  

D. Review of Documentation 

1. NSRS reviewed 52 "Steel Drilling or Cutting Releases" (twenty in 

detail with OE) in conjunction with "Rebar Cuts - Books I and 

II." Several calculations justifying the adequacy of cut bars 

were reviewed and determined adequate. The master marked-up 

prints compared faborably to the twenty ("0) work releases 

reviewed jointly by NSRS and OE. The master marked-up prints 

are considered part of 'Rebar Cuts - Books I and I1." The 

initial issue of these books oc:urred in September 1983.  

. NCR 2755R and a memorandum from 3. A. Raulston to L. M. Mills 

dated June 22, 1981, Report No 4 (Revised Final) were reviewed 

by NSRS and considered adequate.  

V CONST Ouality Assurance Audit WB-G-8-04, Deficiency No. 2 

(initiated •/19/82, closed 8/2/82) identified a problem that 

cutting releases contained no indication of OE approval. These 

approvals were found to be contained in CEU log books.  
Permission to cut rebar was subsequently required through the 
FCR processl therefore, this problem should not recur in the 
future.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SgQG;L LQO 

The concern was substantiated since cutting of reinforcing steel did 

occL"' prior to engineering evaluation (approval of work release) as 
evidenced in secticil III of this report. However, the effects have UMein 

mitigated due to OE's past evaluation and the present FCR/NCR prOcesses.  

No further action is considered to be necessary as the NCR process. F'•R 

process, *.' O4 0s eva~uition for this particular concern appear adequate.



FINAL

1oX/,•
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I. BACKGROUND

NSRS has investigated employee concern IN-86-122-001 which was 
identified by Quality Technology Company. The concern was worded as 

follows.  

Cracks were noted in a WF 33 beam. CI is unsure if these 

cracks were ever fixed. Beam location is between 0 degrees 

and 337 degrees 30' at elevation 723', Unit I Reactor Bldg.  

(Approxinately 371 radius). Standing.at 0 degrees radial 

and looking toward Steam Generator #4, one would be looking 
at the WF in question.  

II. SCOPE 

The investigation of this concern entailed the inspection of the beam 

noted in the concern and the remaining beams that make up the lower 

lateral support from approximately the 2700 to 350 position. Verifica

tion of supporting inspection and welding documentation were reviewed.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. An NCR (2257R) dated April 14, 1980, was issued to address cracks in 
outer flanges of W33X240 steam generator lower supports. Disposi
tion was investigated, repairs made, and the NCR was released from 
nonconforming disposition on February 26, 1981.  

B. Through the investigation process generated by NCR 2257R, it was 

determined by Engineering Design (EN DES) that the maximum depth of 
the indication was 1/80 to 3/160 and found them to be acceptable to 
use as is (reference memo SWP 810107 060).  

C. Subsequently BCN 3255 was issued to require additional stiffener 

plates to be added to the beams. Magnetic particle inspection 
identified laps and seams in the weld area where the added stiffener 

plates were to be installed. The area extending two times (2x) the 
weld size in all directions from the edge of the stiffener plate 
weld was inspected, and all indications up to 1/160 were removed and 
rtwelded. Indications found outside of the weld art required no 

remedial action and was dispositionod use as it.  

D. The NIS investigator and the Construction Quality Control Manager 
observed the No. 4 steam generator lateral supports on Unit I and 
saw no obvious indication of cracking on the WV)) beam. Adjacent 
WV)) beoa on the NKIA loop 4 supports were also observed with the 
same result. toweovor, these observations were not considered 
conclusive because all of these bemu were painted.



IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions 

The employee concern was substantiated by evidence of cracking in the 
WF33 web areas as identified in NCR 2257R. However, verification was 
made that these cracks were removed, rewelded, and inspected by visual 
and NDE methods. EN DES was made aware of the problem and implemented 
corrective action through NCRs. The condition was considered use as is 
with the addition of stiffeners and removal of the cracks within the 2x 
weld envelope. No remedial action was required for cracks outside of 
the weld area since NCR 2257R provides a use-as-is disposition for 
them. The reason for the acceptance of the cracks is the nonrejectable 
lamellar-type indication with relatively shallow depts of 1/80-3/8".  

This condition is inherent to the rolling process used to make the beams 
at the mill.  

Recommendations

None.
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FINAL
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I. BACKGROUND

The employee concern as received from Quality Technology Company stated: 

Conduit MC 846A is run into open J.B. 1lO and has no 

Physi-2. Attachment D form filled out. Location 

Elev. 7:7 between Al4!'R and A9&O. Ca has no additional 

information. Unit t. Nuclear Power concern, time frame 

current.  

II. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation was determined to be that junction box 

(J.B.' 12:() had been opened in violation of plant fire barrier breachin.4 

reQuirements. The junction box and referenced conduit were physicalli 

inspected by NSRS. and apolicable documentation relating to the concern 

was reviewed. Office of Engineering (CE) and WEN site personriel were 

contacted regarding specific fire barrier requirements for i.e. 12, and
conduit MC 946A.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Junction boe: 1i:'Q and conduit MC 846A were visually inspected by 

NSRS. The junction bo:: metal cover wat found to be installed with 

no fire barrier insulation covering. The conduit was fire wrappdo 
along its entire length with the wrap terminating at the junction 
bo::.  

E'. tISRS reviewed appllcable conduit and grounding drawings (45W826 
series), which wore annotated with notes indicating where fire wrap 
was required. Review cf thee drawings identiied that conduit MC 

146A reouired fire wrap up to J.8. 12.. No requirements for J.9, 

1'20 to be fire wrapped were found, 

C. W&N site personnel contacted stated that no requiremonts to inuilate 

J.P. 12=0 with fire insulation were indicated from their examination 

of the conduit a&n grounding drawings.  

D. OE personnel contacted pro,*ided the otlo"Iung Information.  

1. J.9. 1220 and associated conduits had been previously a#nalied 

by UE for cable separation requIrqemnts.  

. Conduits routed to J.b. 12'%t either set the :t)¢-#oot eg9aration 
Criterion for tnterdiv•siOn6l intfractions Ur the redundant 
Components had been fire wrapped to meet reoQuireents.  

•, 3.8. |.'c ,was not an lnt4WivAVoCIng jvnnctIM 13. which m•,od 
have rquire•*- M fire barrier mateI&al to be installed over the 

bec



E. NSRS reviewed AON - Physical Security Instruction ' PhFsi-:. Fire 
Protection Plan." section 111, Which specified the Control of 

combustibles including breaching of fire barriers. This procedure 

applied to fire-rated assemlies conlssting of cable-penetration 

barriers, fire doors, fire dampers, piping runs. and fire-resistant 

cable wraps. It did not address condui4s which were not requirod to 

be fire wrapped. No provisions were found to :,ist which would have 

recuir*d a Physi--. Attachment D, for J.8. 1220.  

IV. COCtLUSIONS rNOD RECOtMMENDATION*S 

Employee concern IN-86-102-002 was not substantiated.  

J.D. 1220 was closed and was not required to be fire wrapped: therefore, 

no Fviysz-- Attachment D. wau reQuireod to be in effect.

None.
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I. 9•ACGRCV. D

NSRI has invest;cated emplovee concern IN-85-645-004 which Ouality 

Technology Company identified during the Watts Bar Employee Concern 

Program. The concern is worded: 

Weldina of dissimilar metals. Samplzng svste'm (43) 

cont-ins stainless steel to aluminum welds. No 

di-elec.ric teflon coated union installed. Unit I.  

Location: Hot sample rooms. Elevation 713"-0" 

A"&W I n ne.  

II. SCOPE 

The scooe of the investigation was determined from the stated concern to 

be: In the Unit I hot sampling room. located on 71*3-0" elevation at 

Ab&w line, certain tubing welds were made between stainless steel and 

aluminum without the use of a di-electric teflon-coated union. NSRS 

review"e General Construction Specification G-:'M. the Procedure Handbook 

of Arc 4el1ng. TVA System Description NZ-4-001. and TVA Contract 83574 

during this investigation.  

11!1. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Bas"d upon review of the applicable documents, inspection of the subject 
system, and interviews with personnel tnowledgeable of the requirements 

and processes relative to the concern. NSRS has not substantiated the 
identified concern. Fr.llowing are the details that led to the 
investigation result.  

A. A visual inspection was performed on all tubing/piping of the 
sampling system (43) located in the hot sampling room. Essentially 

all connections were accomplished utilii=ng compression fittings in 
lieu of welding. The few welded connections were confirmed to be 

stainless st"el to stainless steel by physical examination and 
through weld recorJ review. The review of General Constructio,' 
Specification G-22-- revealed that no processes were identified #hich 
involved the use of di-electric knuplings. A review of the 

Procedure Handbook cf Arc Welding, in addition to interviews with 
personnel knowledgeable in metallurgical process. indicated that the 

thermal conductivity and melting point characteristics of the 
dissimilar metals would prevent the successful fusion of the metals 

to accomplish a weld that would remain intact.  

B. The review of the TVA Contract Specificaton 8=3574 indicated that 
all tubing supplied for use in vendor-supplied components located in 

the system (42) in the hot sample room would be ASME SA-21Z,, Type 
316, stainless steel. NSRS could find no inaicetion that any 

aluminum material was utili:ed in the area.



IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMIENDAT IONS 

NSRS could find no evidence to support the concern that weldin9 of 

dissimilar netals i, item 43 in the hot sample room had occurred. The 

employee concern is not substantiated.  

None.



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-374-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-b5-445-013 

MILESTONE I

SUBJECT: 

DATES OF INVESTIGATTON: 

LEAD INVESrIGATOR:

INVESTIGATOR: 

REVIEWED BY: 

APPROVED BY:

DRAWING NOTES IN THE 47-A,)5O SERIES ARE HARD TO USE 

October Z-8. 1985 

D. K. Baker Date

Date 

/o -to- 5 
Date

.. / VcoItow.;ch 

P . Washer 

Harrison

FINAL



I. BACKGROUND

NSRS has investigated employee concern IN-85-445-01-3 which DualtVt 

Technology Company identified during the Watts Bar Employee Concern 

Program. The concern is worded: 

Drawing notes in the "47-AOS" series are hard tL use: 

They are hard to interpet. too numerous, and are still 

being revised (. . . EG FCR-I-Z`94 jus;: changed notes 

to allow clear support length of 6'91 instead of pre

viouslv allowed 5'6" on conduit supports). CI has no 

more information. Construction Department concern.  

II. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation was determined from the stated concern to 

be: "47-A05" series drawing notes are hard to use. hard to interpret, 

too numerous. and are still being revised. The 47-AO0O notes have been 

the subject of the following previous investigations: I-85-110-WBN, 

I-85-124-WSN. I-85-148-WBN. I-85-160-WBN. and 1-85-274-WBN. This 

investigation builds on the previous investigations.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Previous NSRS investigations concluded that 47-A050 notes are open to 

interpretation and are sometimes contradicting. The reviewt also found 

that changes are estimated to be five (5) per weel. The 47-AO50 notes 

are quite e::tensive with 74 pages in the series as of the dates of this 

investigation.  

:v. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The employee concern is substantiated in that the 47-AO50 notes have in 

previous investigations been found to be open tu interpretation, 

voluminous, and are continually being revised.  

Corrective action for this concern should be completed concurrently with 

the corrective actions recommended in previous NSRS reports. No 

additional recommendations are offered.



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

*NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. I-85-166-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-196-004 

MILESTONE 6

SUBJECT: 

DATES OF INVESTIGATION:

LEAD INVESTIGATOR: 

RC4IE.JED BY:

APPROVED BY:

ERCW SYSTEM DETERIORATION 

October 3-9. 1985 

F. J. Slagli 

P. B. Border

Date 

Dat

Harrison

FINAL

*File and Tracking Inrestigation Report Numbers 1-85-166-WBN



I. BACKGROUND

The Nuclear Saiety Review Staff (NSRS) investioated emolovee concern 

IN-85-196-004 which Ouality Technology Company (OTC) had identified 

durina the Watts Bar Employee Concern Program. The concern was worded 

as follows: 

Pipe (unidentified) improperly installed and leaks.  

repaired with spray on grout. Subsequent flakling of 

repaired areas has resulted in repeated failures of 

oumos associated with the piping sýstem.  

Prior to the initiation of this investigation, an attempt was made 

through OTC to obtain additional information from the concerned 

individual. The primarv purpose of the reouest for additional 

information was to determine if this employee concern was directed at 

the EPCW system. The reoly from OTC stated that no additional 

information was available and the collection of additional information 

was not oossible. The assumption was then made that this emoloyee 

concern was associated with the mortar lining of the ERCW system.  

II. SCOPE 

The scooe of this in-estigation was previously addressed in NSRS 

Investigation Report Nos. 1-85-166-WBN and I-85-118-WBN.  

Ill. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Refer to NSRS Investigation Report Nos. I-85-166-WBN and I-8S-118-WBN.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Not substantiated. Refer to NSRS Investigation Report Nos. I-85-166-WBN 

and 1-85-118-WBN.



.% /V qC.  TA TVA 04 '0i441) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

TO [. R. Ennis, Acting Site Director, Wattv Bar Nuclear Plant 

FROM K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff. E3AS C-K 

DATE OCT 16 1985 
S'IUECT: NUM SAFT REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL 

Transaitted herein is NSRS Report No. 1-85-427-3M.  

Subject No PHYSI-2. Attachment D. For Conduit Breaches 

Concern No. 11-86-102-001 and IN-46-103-001 

and associated recommendations for your act ion/disposition.  

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

dations by October 29. 1985 . Should you have any questions, please 

contact W. D. Stevens at telephone 126-143-3779 

Recomend Reportability Determination: Yes No I.j_ 

Original Signed By 
M_ A Harr.son 

Director, NSRS/Designee 

Attachment 
cc (Attacbemnt): 

H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
W. F. Willis, 112B16 C-K (4) 

--Copy and Return-

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 23A8 C-K 

From: 

Date: 

I hereby acknowledge receipt of 351 Report No. 1-85-427-WIN 
Subject No PHYSI-2. Attachment D. For Conduit Breaches for 
action/disposition.  

Signature Date 

0028U ___ ' f ..v_ A, A92 l isp PI.,,ll VA,,;.,,f Plan



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. A-85-427-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS IN-86-102-001 AND IN-86-103-O01 

MILESTONE 1

SUBJECT: NO PHYSI-2, ATTACHMENT D. FOR CONDUIT BREACHES 

DATES OF INVESTIGATION: Septemiber 9-30, 1985 

INVESTIGATOR:1 42 2 

REVIEWED BY: 
G. G. FatylDa.e 

APFROVED BY: sn f



I. BACKiROUND

The employee concerns as rectived from Uiuality 
T echnology Company stated: 

The r(quirement 4or cc..duit insulation Jeleted and 

insulation removed from tOC 8478. At the hanger attach

ment conduit A is on the same hanger. 1"equiraments for 

hanger fireproofing for conduit A includes 12". This 

constitutes a breach *n A. A Physi-2 Attach~fnt D is 

required for each breach and Attachment D is not filled 

out. CI has no more irfo. Unit 1. 737' Elev. on 0, 

wall from A-14 'ýo A-12 on Elev. 795V. NucleAr Power 

conzern. time frame - current.  

No Attschmunt D from Physi-2 issued for breach tc 

in~ulation on cable conduit. Conduit 847B on 0 Will, 

elevation 7Z7 about 15' above the floor At) to AS.  
Also 945B (sane location) over cooling tark *2. CI 

has no additional information. Nucl-ar Power Concern.  

Unit 1. Ongoing.  

ýI. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation was determined from the stated concerns to 

be that: conduit fire wrap insulation was remuved from conduit MC 847B 

which exposed a heat-transfer surface to conajit MC r46A located on the 
same hangers on 0 •I', elevation 737, of the auxiliary buildinq. This 

restited in an unauthorized breach to MC d46A when insulation was removed 

from MC 847B after- ita fire wrap requ;rements were deleted. Conduit 945B 

in the same location "as also breachrd wit'.out the proper authorization.  

Du#umentation regarding 3-M fire wrag. was reviewed, and the specific 

conduits reforenced uy the concern wvvee examined for compliance with 

requirements.  

I11. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. vurther ,nformation was req,,ested from Q0aiity Techr~ology Company 
(OTC) for the concerns expressed. both concerns were found tc be 

identical In nature i•arding conduits MC 847B and MC 846B although 
the concern forms &-eeived 4rom QTC hwd different wording.  

Li. Electricrl conduitn MC 807B and MC S'4½A located on elevation 737, 0 
wall from A.9 to A14, wer•t physically *xam~ned by NSRS including the 

hanger suoports xnd 3-M fire wrap. Both conduits were approximately 

6 Irches apart and •upport@ 4 "y common unistrit hangers. Conduit MC 
346A wis wrapped with 3-M 'te wrap #ion, its entire lenpt'l.  

Insulation ha4 been removed from part of MC 8478 (fram A14 to A120) 
with N maintnnarce request during July 1S765 after fire wrap was no 

longwr required for the entirb conduit langth. This removal 

resulted in requireA.nts or. conJuit MC 046A being violated since 
conduits within the 12-inch heat-transfor prath to a protected item 

are rcquired to be Lrloped.



C. Conduit MC 945B located on elevation 7:7 was ph'sically examined 

from 0 wall. junction bo:a 830 (between A8 and A9). to AlOS. One 

unauthorized fire breach was discovered appro:.imately 8 feet east oe 

AS-S over the component cooling water heat e::changes. This 
consisted of the fire wrap and one condulet cover removed on the 

conduit. No Physi-2. Attachment D. was posted in the area for this 

breach as required by plant procedu-es.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Concern IN-86-102-001 was substantiated for the following reasons.  

1. The fire wrap on conriait MC 846A was found to be breached in 

violation of --M fire wrap specifications requirements.  

2. No Physi-2. Attachment D, authorization "as in effect as 
required by plant procedures.  

Z. The fire breach was the result of the fire wrap removal from MC 

847B which inadvertently e.:posed conduit MC 846A.  

Recommen g&igns 

Inspect and rewrao conduit MC 846A as required to comply with 3-M fire 

wrap specifi-ations.  

B. Concern IN-86-103-001 was substantiated for the following reasons.  

1. Conclusions and rerammendations regarding conduit MC 846A/MC 
847B fire wrap breach are similar to IV.('.t.,2.,and 3.  

2. Conduit MC 945B was iound to be breached in an unauthorized 
manier with no Physi-2, Attachment D, in effect at the time of 
inspection by NSPS.  

Inspect and restor% conduit MC 9451: as required to comply with 3-M 4ire 
wrap specifacecions and plint procedures.



* TW& e4 t@4401 

L'NVIfED STATES GOVER.'NENT 

Memorandum

TO) 

FRoM : 

DATE 

SUIC:ECT:

At C.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

9. R. Ennis, Acting Site Director, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 

K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 93A8 C-K 

OCT 16 Wi5 
NUCLEAR SAnTY uiV STAFI IVILSTIGATION U&PORT TRANSKI•TL

Transmitted herein is 3838 Report No. 1-65-484-lI 

Subject Cleanina Fluids_ 

Concern No. ,, 41-221-0-04 

&d associated recosmendations for your action/disposition.  

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

dations by October 29. 1985 . Should you have any questions, please 

contact G. R. Ow ns at telephone 126-143-3825 

Recointnd leportability Determination: Yes N Nio IL

Original Signed By 
M. A. Harrison 

Dirictor, IISU/Des in..  

Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

H. N. Culver, W12A19 C-K 
QTC/KRT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
W. F. Willis, 112816 C-K (4) 

--Copy and Return-

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 13A8 C-K 

From: 

Date: 

1 hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. I-. mg 
Subject -_ Cleaning Fluids for action/disposition.

Signature Data

0030U Bui, 1,S. Savingis Bonds Regularly on the Pa'roll Satings Ptan
-0



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORI Y 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1-85-484-W&N 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-86-221-004 

MILESTPNE I 

SUBJECT: CLEANING '-LUIDS 

DATES OF Ia*VESTIGATION: September 24-70, 1985

LEAD INVESTISATOR: 

INVESTIGATOR: 

rEVIEWED BY:

P. R. ?evil 

F. B. "

D.Ate 

Date

APPROVED BY:
i SOn

L ~ - low



I. BACI GFPOJND

A concern was recpiwed b', the Oual-ty Technology Company Etmpl:,ee 
Response Team that stated: "init #1 :ontainment - crafts using cleaning 

fluids that are not labeled 'uSSC apvro.ad'." 

Note: Further :nformation obtained from OTC established that it was 
labr4-ers and not crafts obser-.ed using the zleaning fluids.  

II. SCOPE 

Documentation was reviewed. and cogni:ant personnel were .nlerviewed 

concerning the use cf "C$SC approved" cleanioig fluxds. Based nn this 

evaluatizn. determinat.ons were made on the use of cleaners without 

CSSC appr=,ed labels and on the adeqL~acy of management controls to 
control the -.se :f cleaning fluids.  

IlU. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. The coi-troll~ng proceaure for the use of cleaning f!uids on CSSC is 
Watts Ear TI-75. "Spec.fication Standards of Material Commonly 
Associatad With Maintenance Which Ma',' Come .r, Zontact With Reactor 
Coolant." This TI addresses material (including cleaning fluids) 
which is approved to be used zn or in reactor coolant components and 
which may come in contact with rractor zoolont and/or related 
components. A list of approved material is included i,, TI-75.  

-. TI-75 states that each plant supervisor responsibie for perfo,'m'ng 
any maintenance or other worý on the reactor system or any 
compcnents or systems related to that system shall ensure that the 
material used conforms to the type specified in TI-75.  

C. A plant memc from C. C. Mason (Plant Manager) to all section 
supervisors lated 2/19/80 recogni:ed the need to improve control of 
material not listed in i'I-35 as well as the materials listed in 
TI-75. This memo required that each section supervisor evaluate all 
matlrials not in TI-35 and prepare appropriate instructions 
regarding the proper usa of any cleaners. sol.ents, waxes, etc., 
that he/she was using and was not listed.  

They were to further evaluate all items they warp using and take 
steps to get all that qualified placed in TI-715.  

Those products which were approved by the supervi-or but not listed 
in TI-35 were to be labeled by Power Stores. This was the only 
labcling requirement dictated by the C. C. Mason memo.  

D. Managemont Services Section Instruction Lette- No. G. dated 4/Z/80 
identified such material as cleaners and solvents wth their 
specific usa. The Tnstruction Letter stated that section 
supervisors would ensure the items listed and not approved by TI-'= 
would be labeled to indicate the cleaners, solvants, etc., were not 
approved for CSSC use. C. C. Mason's 2/19/80 memo indicated Power 
Stores would do thisi.



E. Building Services Section Instruction Letter BSSL5 stat ' rach 

foreman was responsible for having all products in his/her wort area 

properly labeied and segregated. It also stated that all unapprovod 

products shall not be used on CSSC equipment or teaen into the 

Reactor. Au:uliary, or Control Building without prior approval by 

the Building Section Supervisor or foreman.  

F. According to interviews with cogni:ant personnel, Fewer Stores 

commenced a labeling program based on the di,••=tiv@ of the Z119/80 

memo. Three categories were established: 

1. Category I - "Approved per TI-35. Use Unrestricted" 

2. Categcry - - "Approved per TI-75. Use is limited, See TI-:5 for 

Limits" 

3. Category T - "Not Approved per TI-75,L se Controlled" 

Recently the Category 7 labels have been d~scontinued (only labeling 

requirement of the Mason memo). Based on the interviews. this 

change was not reali:ed by most u3ers.  

These labels were observed on various cleaning fluiJ containers 

within the plant by the investigator. In one case, an approved 

cleaning fluid container was observed not labeled.  

G. There was not an approved plant instruction or SIL which- controlled 
the labeling process.  

H. When a section is in need of cleaning fluid, the respective section 

eupervisor signs the request, form TVA 575, that indicates the 

cleaner is or is not Cor CSSC use.  

I. The personnel interviewed indicated they use a very limited number 

of cleaning fluids 4or CSSC. Because of day-to-day familiarity with 

these cleaners and management reminders, they normally did not 

depend on the labels to determine the cleaners to use on CSSC.  

J. Based on interviews, the cleaning personnel have been instructed to 

not take the manufacturer containeri. inside containment. The 

cleaning fluid is transferred to working contaiuners. There is no 

requirement to tag the working containers.  

K. The electrical maintenance section does not have an SIL on this 

subject but depends on standard practice WB6.1.5 entitled "Approved 

Cleaning Solvents for Both Plastics and Electrical Equipment 
Containing no Plastic Parts." 

L. Vased on a review of documentation and personnel discussions, there 

does not appear to be any CARs, rPs, audit findings, or NRC 

violatioris related to the subject of approved cleaning fluids for 

CSSC.



IV. CCNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS 

A. C2Sgjn 

1. The concern of rec:ri regarding the use of cleaniny fluids 

inside Unit I containment without "CSSC approved" labels was 

substantiated. However, it appears that no procedural 

requirement e-isted to require labels for apprc-ved cleaners.  

Only cleaners not listed in TI-35 and approved by section 

supervisurs require labels per the initial directive from C. C.  

Mascn on 2/19/80.  

:. Due to the limited number of approved claaners and personne' 

familiarity with TI-'5, the evidence 4ndicates that cleaning 

personnel were well instructed and informed to the proper 

cleaners to use. Thus they do not depend on the TVA labels to 

determine the approved cleaners to use on CSSC.  

There appeared to be inadequate controls for identification of 

cleaning fluid containers. TI-35 clearly states control is the 
responsibilitv of thK- section survisors, and those interviewed 

were cognizant of this and the requirements of TI-75. However, 

as presen~ed in Mason's 2/19/80 memo., there have been plant 

concerns on improving control of materials not listed in TI-75.  

The memo required that products not listed in TI-35 and approved 

by the Fection supervisor were to be labeled by Power Stores.  
This was to be done in order to indicate the material shall not 
be used in areas where it might come in contact with the reactor 
coolant systems. This identification and labeling process as 
required by the memo is not being done. Power Stores commenced 
a labeling process after the '/19/80 Mason memo that exceeded 
the requirements of the memo. They are now, however, marking 
only approved cleaners which is cont, ary to the 2/19/80 memo.  

4. The labeling process of cleaning solvents has never been 
documented and procedurally controlled.  

5. Although some sections that use cleaning fluids (including the 
Building Services Section) have Sectiot, Instruction Letters that 
comply with Mason's 2/19/80 memo; others appear to not have 
Section Instruction Letters which meet these requirements.  

T,ie W8N plant staff should reevaluate the present method in place to 
control cleaning sclvents based on the experience ol the past five 
years (since the C. C. Mason 1/19/80 memo) and consider the need for 
a plant instructinn which would require positive identification of 
containers which hold approved CSSC cleaning solvents and would tie 
together the TI-35 and the SILs.
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UNITED STATES GoVERNME.%T 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

TO) 9. R. Remis, Acting Site Director, watts Bar nuclear Plant 

FROM K. W. Ihitt. Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 933* C-k 

DATE : OCT 16 W5 
SUIIJEC: WCL SAFT lEVIlW STAFF IMBSTIGATIOU REPORT TRAMSKITTAL 

Tranmitted herein is USlS Report No. 1-85-383=•

Subject Control of Use of Teflon Two on Stainless SteI 

Concern go. IN-85-977-001 

and ajsociated recommendations for your action/disposition.  

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

dations by October 29. 1985 . Should you have any questions, please 

contact P. a. Bevil at telephone 126-143-3813 

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes J...L- so 

Original Signed By 

M. A. Harrison 

Director, 9SRS/Designee 

Attactemnt 
cc (Attachment): 

M. I. Culver, W12A19 C-K 
QTC/I M, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
W. F. Willis, 112316 C-A (4) 

-- Copy and Return-

To : K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 13A3 C-K 

From: 

Date: 

I hereby acknowledge receipt of 3838 Report No. 1-85-383-WU 
Subject Control of Use of Teflon Tape on Stainless Steel for 
action/disposition.  

Signature Date

o03eu Buy I'.S. Savingi Bonds Remularly on tht Payroll Savings Plan



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

NSRS INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1-85-383-WBN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN IN-85-977-O01 

MILESTONE I

SUBJECT: CONTROL OF USE OF TEFLON TAPE ON STAINLESS STEEL 

DATES OF INVESTIGATIONs September 18-24. 1985 

INVEST IGATORt 4-1014v-- -------- P -/ 
P. R. Bevil Date 

REVIEWED BY od r 

P. B. Baro

APPROVED BY: IG



1. BACKGROUND

NSRS has investigated a Watts Bar Nuclear Plant (WBiv) employee concern 

which was identified to the Quality Technology Company (OTC) as f~llows: 

•Qgnfrn jN-8Q-77-O01l 

"TVA management has stated that teflon tApe which was used on the 

Reactor Coolant System (RCS) must be identified and replaced with 

another type of tape; however, no program to accomplish this task has 

started." 

II. SCOPE 

Reviews and interviews were conducý-d to determine if, in fact, TVA/WBN 

management had required that teflon tape used on the RCS be identified 

and removed and this removal documented. A determination was also made 

as to whether recurrence control had been established to control the use 

of te4lon tape in the future.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Applicable Requirements and Commitments 

Construction Specification G-29M. section 4.M.1.1 (RS), and NUC PR 

WBN TI-'5, section Z.8.1, rev. 21, stated that "Fluorocarbon base 

tapes (TFE type) are acreptable on joints only when temperatures are 

below ZOO0°F and radiation levels are below I04 rads and are not for 

use on lines that reenter the reactor system." 

B. Findinqs 

1. Teflon tape was Gn lines that reenter the reactor system at WEN 

on Units 1 and 2. This problem was subsequently identified on 

4/26/85 in Nonconformance Report (NCR) W-2•I-P. This issue was 

also raised in NRC Inspection Report 190/85-!2-01 dated 5/24/85.  

2. As part of the NCR corrective action measures, OE was requested 

to evaluate the use of teflon tape at WON and specify those 

areas where its use is unacceptable. OE made their reply in a 

J. C. Standifer to G. Wadewitz memorandum dated 5/9/85 (RIMS 845 

850509 254). This memorandum recommended imiediato removal of 

teflor tape from specific areas of the plant and also justified 

use as is in the cemainder of the plant until all tape can be 

rorlaced on a no-delay-to-operations basis. It also stated that 

teflon tape located outside the applicable RCS boundary did not 

pose a safety concern.  

3. The avemorandum further stated that teflon tape would no longer 

be used at Watts Bar after 5/1/85. NSRS verified removal of 

teflon tape from Power storeroom and Construction warehouse 
stock. All of this type of oqalant was either transferred to a 
TVA fossil or hydro plant, or auctioned off, This decision 
virtually eliminates any use of teflon tape and possible future 
problems in this area.



4. Subsequent to this memorandum. NUC PR removed all teflon tape 

applied on the refeeenced applicable stainless-steel lines in 

Unit I (reference 9/27/85 memorandum from E. R. Ennis to G.  

Wadewitz. RIMS T07 8508'7 960). The Unit 2 portion of the NCR 

remains open until similar action can be accomplished on the 

applicable Unit 2 lines.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The concern was not substantiated. A program has been established by 

NUC PR tcj remove all applied teflon tape from the applicable RCS 

instrument and sample lines. As stated above. Unit I corrective actions 

1-ve already been completed. ana Unit 2 correction action is lorthcoming.  

All teflon tape has also been removed from stock at Power Stores and OCt 

therefore, no future problems in this ara are anticipated.  

There it a program to remove all teflon tape already applied in other 

areas of the plant as well. Lut this program is informil. The 5/9/85 

memorandum from OE. however. justifies that this situation is not a 

safety concern.  

Note: WBN NCR W-271-P is listed as a nongeneric problem: however, NSRS 

believes this could be a potential problem at BFN, SON, and BLN as S29 

specification is applicable to all TVA nuclear plants.  

No action is required at WON.  

Reevaluate WON NCR W-231-P for generic applicability to OFN, SON. and 

BLNl or provide justification for the determination of "not generic."
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum

TO 

FROM : 

DATE 

UN KJ ECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

1. R. Ennis, Acting Site Director, Wats Bar Naclear Plant PME (muclear) 

K. V. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 13A8 C-K 

OCT 16 1985 
CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPOISE EVALUATION

REPORT U0.: 

SUBJECT 

COERN NO.:

Excesive Fnwrwork Affects Overations

IN-85-140-001

ACCEPT 

ACCEPT WITH COMMNT

( ) REJECT

Or*W lSigned By 
K. A. Harr,son 

K. W. ihitt 

Attachsments 
cc (Attachments) 

J. V. Coan, P-104 W5-E 
N. 1. Culver, W¥2A19 C-K 
QTCISIT. Watts Bar auleoar Plant- For respons. to 00o1..  
0. Wsd*vts, Watts Ber Nuclear Plant 
V. F. villis, 912516 C-K (4) 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum

TO 

FROM

TENNESSEE VALLIY AUTTHORITY

Willion aer, Eploy*e Relations, KI1B5S C-K 

I. i. MEais, Acting Sits Director, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant P&R (Nuclear)

DATE : OCT 02 1985 
S'RJECT: WATTS BAR MCLA PLANT - RESPONSE TO RUEST FOR IMVSTIGATIOUIEVALUATIOU 

Reference: QTC concern aumber IN-85-140-001 

The above referenced employee concern investigation report transmitted by 
your memorandum for isvestigatiem aad/lor evaluation has been reviewed by 
the Watts Bar P1R (Nuclear) staff. Our response is outlined in the 
attached employee concern report.  

Should you have any furthor questions please contact Roger Goode at 
Watts Bar eatension $833.  

Total pages transmitted: 2

J5G: JPN:I:LIL 
Attachment

-t - a-------------------B - - -D a

To: Rtoer Goode, Project 
Nuclear Plent

From:

Eagi"eer, Techaical Services. Watts Bar

/A bwey aclnaledfe reeipt of tie respease to aeqloe ceeewe rie /W eN asseociated deluwasts. TotAl nuO of pOWs roseied

(Plese retore OM et entire pMeo.)

0314

-~mA It 1S. Seviev sond, ReiusIy 0v ws the ?w.I Sovawa M"

g Q Q Q



won 
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Attachment 4 
Pago 1 o 1 
Revision 1

ATTACUNET 4

MPLT RIT SAM COICERN

TO: Redford Norman 
Section Supervisor 

?am: IN-85-140-001 
W17o96

Operations 

Section

DATS: 91;7/85 

MUPL0TEE COIEM: 

Excessive paperwork affects Operations.  

RISOLUTTC: 
Operations has maintained the standard of properly manning the plant for 
proper operation and documentation by issuing AI-2.4, Revision 6, Section 2.3 
and by OSLA-45. Revision 0 which states that the Shift Engineer has the 
responsibility and authority to man the shift at all times with proper 
number of personnel an conditions dictate.
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