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huNrTED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

TO: Those Listed 

FR: K. W. Whitt, Director of Nuclear safety Review staff, 93AS C-K 

DATIC:FEB1 1986l 
SUDJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF ACCEPTE FINAL REPORTS 

The attached final reports covering the following concerns have been 
issued by WSRS without corrective action and are transmitted for 
your information. /., 

IN-85-842-001 (1-85-295-WBM) 
IN-86-16 7-004 

HI. L. Abercrombie, WSW 
W. C. Bibb, BINN 
W. T. Cottle, VIN 
James P. Darling. ILN 
3. P. Denise, LP6N4OA-C 
D. R. Nichols, 21OA1AC-K 
Scott Schu., QTC/IRT-WVI 
Kric Sliger, L.P6N48A-C 
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I. BACKGROUND

An investigation was conducted by the Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS) 
to determine the validity of Employee Concern IN-85-842-OOl which was 
received by the Quality Technology Company (QTC) on July 29, 1985. The 
concern stated: 

Unit 01, (and 02 where joined). Aux building 737' .1ev, 
Diesel Gen. building, 760' .1ev, Control building, 741' 
elev & 729' elev Nuclear Power's own designated number 
on sleeve is not cross-referenced to the conduit number 
or is not the same number as on the design drawings.  
The Nuclear Power number only is on the MR and a field 
vet-if ication walkdown could not verify the penetration 
sleeve seals were done/inspected per design drawing.  

Ii. SCOPE 

The scope of the investigation included ascertaining the configurat-ion 
control requireqients of these penetrations and a review of Maintenanco 
Requests (MR) to verify whether the repairs met these requirements.  

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Requirements and Commitments 

1OCFRSO AppendixB 

1. Criterion VIII rcquires that identification of an item be 
maintained throughout fabrication, erection, installation, and 
Use.  

2. Criterion III requires corrdlnation among participating 
organizations.  

3. Criterion X requires an inspection program to verify conformance 
with drawings.  

6. Findings 

The NSRS investigator reviewed three MRs associated with the 

penetrations located as specified on the employee concorn.  

1. The MRs reviewed showed all of the following.  

a. Procedure Numbor 

b. Drawing Number 

c. Penetration Number



2. For damaged seals, a special procedure was written for repair.  

3. Inspection was performed and signed off by a TVA 9C inspector on 
supplemental-.shoots to the procedure.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMflENO#eTIONS 

Conclusions 

A. The MR met identification requiremen'..s by showing drawing number and 
penetration numbers. Use of these n~.":'*'s met 10CFRSO Appendix 8 
Criterion VIII.  

a. The use of the drawing number and penetration numbers provided the 
required coordination among participating organizations and thus met 
IOCFR50 Appendix 8 Criterion III.  

C. The existence of proper procedures and the inspection signoff 
thereon met the requirements of 10CFR50 Appendix 8 Criterion X.  

0. The allegation could not be substantiated.  

Recommendations 

None.
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ERT INVESTrIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 3

CONCtýAN NO: IN-86-167-004 

CONCERN: Personnel performing welder re-quals (updates) are not 
qualified to do so due to inexperience in welding activities.  

INVEST IGATION 
PERFORMED BY: W. M. Kemp, Jr.  

DETAILS 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM THE CI: 

The present welder Kequalification (recertification/update) program 
allows for the foreman and general foreman to observe the welder and 
then sign off his card at least once per every 90 days. How can an iron 
worker or sheetmetal worker discipline foremen verify a welders 
competence to weld?

DOCUMENTATION/REQUIREMENTS REVIEWED:

ASME Section IX Welders Qualification 
AWS; M-1 ~ welders Qualification 
QCI A.02 Rev. 4 Welder and welding 

Qualification 
Welder/Welding Operator Renewal Records

Operator Performance

This concern is unsubstantiated.  

The practice of a "craft supervisor" verifying a process used by a 
welder for renewal of qualification was common under the old program 
(prior to Aug. 26, 1985). Discrepancies noted with the old program 
(such as the lack of documentation to support renewal of 
qualifications) have been identified in the ERT Reports listed in the 
Conclusion section.  

REQUIREMENTS: 

ASME Section fX QW 322 Renewal of Qualification states: "The 
performance qualifications of a welder or welding operator shall be 
affected under the following conditions:" 

"a) when he has not welded with a process during a period of 3 
months or more his qualifications for that process shall 
expire, except when he is welding with another process the 
period may be extended to 6 months;n

-~ ~*-...



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPAE2O 3

CONCERN NO: IN-86-167-004 

DETAILS, continued 

REQUIREMENTS, continued 

"b) when he has not welded with any process during a period of 3 
months, all his qualifications shall be expired including any 
which may extend beyond 3 months by virtue of (a) above." 

AWS D1.1. Paragraph 5.30 Period of Effectiveness.  

"The welders qualification as specified in this code shall be 
considered as remaining in effect indefinitely unless (1) the 
welder is not engaged in a given process of welding for which the 
welder is qualified for a period of exceeding six months or unless 
(2) there is some specific reason to question a welders ability".  

At the time th~e concern was given, OCI 4.02 Rev. 4 was 
in effect. QCI 4.02 Para. 6.4 Verification and Renewal of 
Qualification 6.4.1.2 states: (WEt)) "verifies by field 
observations from quality control units, quality assurance 
records, or actual use to the process in test facilities 
witnessed by the WEU/WQC that welders/welding operators maintain 
there performance certification by using the specific process 
(GT-SM-GM-etc) for which they are qualified" 

Para 6.6 Certification Maintenance", states that the "WEt)...  
notifies the Craft Supervisor of an impending expiration date of 
any welder for any welding process." 

The question within the concern "How can an ironworker or 
sheetmetal worker discipline foreman verify a welder competent to 
weld?" is answered as follows: 

Per Procedure QCI 4.02 Rev. 4,it was the "craft supervisor" 
responsibility to "verify" that the welder welded in a given 
process, ensuring that the renewal was within QCI 4.02 guidelines.  
The "craft supervisor" was not determining welder competence, only 
verifying the process used and the welder for renewal of 
qualification.

PAGE 2 OF 3



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

CONCERN NO: IN-86-167-004

PAGE 3 OF 3

DETAILS, continued 

Prior to Stop Work Order #25 issued on 8/25/85, this was the 
method used. QCI 4.02 Rev. 5 and 6, now gives WEU complete 
responsibility for maintaining welder's certification with 
support of the applicable crafts. In addition, WQC is now 
responsible for reviewing the Welding Material Requisition issue 
slips.  

Previous ERT Investigations have addressed generic deficiencies 
in the control of welder certifications prior to Aug. 26, 1985.  
The "new program* should preclude the deficiencies from 
occurring, however, this does not resolve past deficiencies.  

CONCLUSION: 

This concern is u.nsubstantiated.  

Based on this investigation, Craft Supervision did verify the 
process welders utilized to update qualificatio~ns, however the, 
were not checking the welders competency to weld.

Reference ERT Reports:

EX-85-042-0 04, 
IN-S 5-310-006, 
IN-85-249-X02, 
IN-85-021 -XO5.  
IN-85-6 12-006, 
IN-S 5-532-005, 
IN-85-352-001, 
IN-S 5-424-0 11, 
IN-85-543-002, 
IN-86-167-X606

IN-S5-852-003, 
IN-S5-480-004, 
IN-85-113-003, 
IN-85-503-001, 
IN-S 5-770-X07, 
IN-85-346-003, 
IN-S 5-770-002, 
WI-85-003-00l, 
IN-85-540-00l, 
WI-85-003-X02.

IN-85-740-009, 
IN-85-042-005, 
IN-85-778-00l, 
IN-S 5-426-002, 
IN-85-493-004, 
IN-86-143-002, 
IN-85-965-001, 
IN-85-612-X07, 
IN-85-835-0028

IN-85-600-006, 
IN-85-335 -002, 
IN-85-815-001, 
IN-85-770-003, 
EX-85-021-002, 
IN-85-532-004, 
IN-S5-424-Xl 3, 
IN-85-778-X07, 
IN-86-167-005,

PREPARED BY 

REVIEWED BY
'DATE h)fr
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REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION

1.Request No. IN-86&467OO61 
(ERT Concern No.) (ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of 1 

3. Description of

tom Involveds_ Weldor Certification ------
(No encatu e, system, manuf. ,SN, 

PlodelI, et c.) 
Problem (Attach related documents, photo%,

sketches, etc.) 
Personnel performins velder requalifications (updates) are not qualified to do

so due to inexperience in velding activities.---- ----

4.Reason for Reportability: (-Use supeetl'hesif necessary) 

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

No XI Yes _ _ If Yos, F,0l3ain: - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

an%# 
in

No --- Yes if Yes, Explains_____ . .........  

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

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

C. Th ais doef ic iency represents% a *_jnjifjLCrt. de fi&cie ncy a n f inalI 

design as approved and r-eleased 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, Explains . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

CA --------------------------------------------------------------

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

%2 
9. This deficiency represents 4 SiGnIficaglt breakdown in 

portion of the quality assurance program conducted 
accovdance with the requirements of Appov ix 9.

EMT Form N
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Pane 2 of 2 

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION 

0. rhis d~eficien~cy reoresento a significant deficiency in 
construction of or significant damage to a strujctujre, system or 
comor-n~nt which will reauire exten~sive evaluat ion. extermsive 
redesign, or extensive repair to "aet the criteria anc ha-iýef 
stated ins t~ie safety analysis report or c.-nstru.ct io:n oerritit *:qr 
t o o~therwise establish the adocuacy of tme structure. systeral 
*7-t- comporent tco pert f.:.rmt its in~ten~ded -afetv funct ion.  
NrI L ---- If Yes, Explain: _____________ 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- ---- -n -- - -- -

E. This deficiency repr-esent% a ~j&&UbVj deviation from the 
owformance speriaficat ions which will require oRtwkiZLt 
evalu tat ion, uuxtmniya redesi gn, or exteflsiyf repa ir to 
establish8' the adequar~y of the struacture, system, or component 
to perform its intended safety function.  
No __ Yes _- If Yes, Explains ---------

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

IF I TIN 4a, -e- 49 Gt 4C Gf 40 QSj 4E ARE "MARED -mYES-. IMLMT 
tfQftG& THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTIN8 DOCLJNENTAT ION TO MSRS.

This Condition as* Identified by:
ERT Sroup Manaver 

ERT Project aae

Ent.4

Phone Ext.

acknowl dgmnt of receipt by MNSS

-- ~ r- /- pfC

6 ag@ed
Date ----- Time

EAT Form 04



TVA 6(05445) (00.WP44S) 

C.VrrhD STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VAILLEY AUTHORITY 

TO: Lawrentce Martin. Project Manaber. LP6947A-C 

FROM: K. Wi. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 93AB C-K 

DMX: FEB0 7 1986 
SUM=EC: NUCLEAR SAFET RZVIDW STAFF IUMSIGATION RRORTz TRANSMITTAL 

Transmitted herein is Report No. __WI-45-029-,002 

Subject Welds Insvection Defteiencies 

Concern No. WI-85-029-002 

and associated recomendations for your action/disposition.  

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

recomnandat ions by W~ .18 Should you have any questions. please 

contact B. F. Sigfken at telephone 6230-K 

Recomand Reportability Determination: Yes J, No 

Director, 1S!*i/Designae 

Attachnient 
cc (Attachment): 

N. L. Abercrombie, $99 R. P. Denise, LP6U4OA-C 
W. Bibb, MP D. R. Nichols, RIOAlA C-K 
J. W. Coann, UD135 C-K QTC/MR, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
W. T. Cottle, WOE 3. K. Sliger, LP614GA-C 
Jins P. Darling, BLU 

--Copy and Return-

T3 K. U. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 93AI C-K 

Prns: 

Date:

I hereby acknowledge receipt of USES Report go. ______ 

Subject for action/dispouition.  

Signature Date



3833 RCOSIEUDATI0 -oss

KUPWYES CONCER lMm ER: WI-85-029-002 

"S8-029-002-01: ADIOUACY OF INSTKUVIT SUPPRT wELDS 

The adequacy of support welds for instrument lines should be addressed as a 
part of the generic welding review being performed by EG= at Watts Bar 
macl~ar Plant.  

Principally Prepared by Bruce F. Sieften.

0423U



OuAuTY 
TECHNOLOGY 

COMPANY

Sweetwater. TN 37874

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT

(615)36.414 

PAGE 1 OF 7

CONCERN NO: WI1-85-029-002 

CONCERN: Welds (AWS) inspection deficiencies for instrumentation 
supports have not been addressed: sampling reinspection program for 
other structural welds (pipe hangers, cable tray and conduit supports, 
etc) did not address instrument support welds installed during the same 
phase/period of construction. (Additional details available but 
withheld to maintain confidentiality).  

INVESTIGATION 
PERFORMED BY: James M. Sallee 

DETAILS

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: CONF IDENT IAL

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED: 

1. Nonconforming Condition Reports: 

A. NCR 2375R 
Item Description: Cable Tray Supports,Conduit Supports, 

and Miscellaneous Steel

B. NCR 3579R 
Item Description: 

C. NCR 4043R 
Item Description:

Platforms, ladders and stairs in Cat.l 
structures erected and documented prior to 
Jan.l. 1981.  

All structural and miscellaneous steel 
except platforms, ladders and stairs 
(see NCR 3579R)

2. Correspondence: 

A. SWP 80-0708-028, dated July 8, 1980 
Subject: Nonconformance Report 2375R 

B. SWP 81-0917-044, dated September 16, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Units I and 2 - Cable 

tray supports Fillet Welds Sampling Program



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPAE2O 7

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002 

DETAILS, continued 

DOCUM4ENTS REVIEWED, continued 

2. Correspondence, continued 

C. NEB 81-0909-260, dated September 9, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Fillet 

Weld Sampling Program.  

D. WBN 81-0827-004, dated August 27, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Nonconformance 

Report 3579R.  

E. SWP 81-0925-150, dated September 22, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Nonconformance 

Report 3579R.  

F. SWP 82-0304-135, dated March 1, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - NCR's 2375R and 

3579R - Platform Configuration and Weld 
Quality Sampling Program.  

G. WBN 82-0309-017, dated March 9, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Response to lOCFRSO.55(e) 

item-NCR 3579R - Failure to erect platforms, 
ladders and stairs in accordance with applicable 
drawings.  

H. WBN 82--0317-003, dated March 17, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program
NCR's 3579R and 2375R.  

I. WBN 82-0329-016, dated March 29, 1981 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Nonconformance Reports 

2375R and 3579R - Platform Configuration and Weld 
Quality Sampling Program.  

J. WBN 82-0616-003, dated June 16. 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear - Status of Weld Quality Sampling 

Progr~ar - Reference NCR 2375R and Memorandum SWP 
820505 050.  

K. SWP 82-0826-153, dated August 26, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Status ot Weld Quality 

Sampling Program NCR's 2375R, 3579R, and 4093R.

PAGE 2 OF 7



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPAE3O 7

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002 

DETAILS, continued 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED, continued 

2. Correspondence, continued 

L. WBN 82-0614-002, dated June 14, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program - NCR's 
3569R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum SWP 820509 
050.  

M. WEN 82-0621-004, dated June 21, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program 
NCR's 3579R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum 
SWP 820505 050.  

N. SWP 82-0622-050, dated June 22, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program 
-NCR's 3579R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum 
SWP 820505 050.  

0. WEN 82-0819-002, dated August 19, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program
NCR's 3579R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum 
SWP 820505 050.  

P. WBN 82-0927-019, dated September 27, 1985 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneoi~s Steel - Weld Sampling Program
NCR's 3579R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum 
SWP 820505 050.  

Q.WBN 82-1223-001, dated December 23, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural 

and Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling 
Program - NCR 2375R.  

R. SWP 82-1012-043/82 1014A0120. dated October 12, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program 
NCR 2375R.

PAGE 3 OF 7



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPGE4O 7

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002 

DETAILS, continue d 

DOCUM4ENTS REVIEWED, continued 

2. Correspondence, continued 

S. SWP 82-1217-042, dated December 10, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Structural and 

miscellaneous Steel NCR 2375R.  

T. SWP 82-0528-160, dated May 27, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Nonconformance 

Report 4093R.  

U. WBN 82-0608-008, dated June 08, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2

Undocumented Minor Modifications to Structural 
and' Miscellaneous Steel - 10CFR50.55(e) 
NCR 4093R.  

V. SWP 82-0826-153, dated August 26, 1982 
.Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Status of Weld 

Quality Sampling Program NCR's 2375R, 3579R, and 
409 3R.  

W. WBN 82-1007-003, dated October 17, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Embedded Plate 

Discrepancy - 81-30 Program.  

X. SWP 82-0913-020, dated September 13, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant -81-30 Program 

Embed Plate Discrepancy.  

YI. WBN 82-0506-001, dated May 6, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Nonconformance 

Report 4093R.  

Z. WBN 82-0907-004, dated September 07, 1982 
Subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 

Miscellaneous Steel- Weld Sampling Program - NCR's 
3579R and 2375R - Reference Memorandum SQP 820505 
050.  

AA. SWP 82-0505-050, dated May 5, 1982 
subject: Watts Bar Nuclear Plant - Structural and 
Miscellaneous Steel - Weld Sampling Program
NCR's 3579R and 2375R.

PAGE 4 OF 7



PAGE 5 OF 7ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002

DETAILS, continued 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED, continued 

3. Drawings:

1814203-iRlO 
1814203-2R10 
1842 03-3R4 
181421 5-1R6 
1842 15-ZR 
1842 15-3R2 
18N215-4R4 
3814208 -R4 
3814210-R5 
3814211-R8 
381421 3-R5 
3814214 -R12 
3842 15-RO 
38N220-R3 
4442 35-R2 
44N236-2R6 
4414360-R5 
4414373-R7 
3443 20-R4 
44W351-R4 
4814942-R13 
4814941-Ri 5 
489W945-R5 
4814918-RiO 
48W953-lR5 
48W953-2R0 
4841204 Ri 
48141206-Ri 
48Wl2ll-lR9

4. Process Speciffication 

G-29C, Section 3.C.5.4,

1814225-3R1 
181424 1-R2 
3842 00-R4 
381420 1-R4 
38N203-R4 
3814204 -R4 
3 81206-R6

1814215-5Ri 
1814215-6R1 
1814215-8R4 
1842 15-9R1 
1814215-1 4R8 
1814215-15R7 
1814221-RO 
48W1226-12R7 
481123 1-1R13 
4814123 1-2R10 
48N4123 1-0R7 
4814124 1-R9 
48141276- 6R8 
48141294-1R3 
48141294- 3R6 
48W1354-1R3 
48W1354-2R2 
48W1352-3R3 
4814130 1-RO 
48W1267-R8 
48N1294-3R6 
1014320-7R2 
41N730-3R3 
411439 7-3R4 
4114397-4R2 
41W391-12R2 
41W391-13R2 
41W391-14R5 
41W391-15R3 
41W391-16R2

Rev. 2



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORTPAE6O 7

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002 

DETAILS, continued 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION: 

1. Structure: Units 1 a 2, Reactor Building, Aux. Bldg, and 
Control Bldg.  

2. Activity: Reinspection of weld quality on instrument support 
hangers.  

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION: 

This concern is substantiated.  

This investigation was conducted during the period of January 8, 1986 
to January 20, 1986. It included interviews of personnel and 
identification and review of various documents and records as they 
pertained to this investigation.  

A review was conducted of the weld reinspection program, which was 
initiated as a result of NCR's 2019R, 2111R, 2375R and other 
nonconformances that identified discrepancies in the inspectors' 
training, qivalification and subsequent ability to correctly perform 
inspections of completed welds to (VT) Visual Inspection requirements.  
(Generic investigation is underway) 

All NCR's, their associated memorandums and drawings (Reference 1,2 and 
3 of this report) and specific welds identified for reinspection were 
reviewed to determine the actual scope and type of welds (Structural, 
Hangers, Cable-tray supports, etc.) which were included in the 
reinspection program.  

FINDINGS: 

This concern is substantiated: 

This investigation has not revealed any objective evidence that 
indicates instrument support welds were ever included within the scope 
of the documented reinspection pro~,ram for weld quality of (AWS) welds 
previously accepted by unqualified inspection personnel.

PAGE 6 OF 7



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

CONCERN NO: WI-85-029-002

PAGE 7 OF 7

DETAILS, contin-ued 

OBSERVATIONS: 

Notices of violation (lOCFR5O.55(e)) were filed with the USNRC as a 
direct result of nonconformities discovered during the reinspection for 
weld quality. Discrepancies in weld size, length, missing welds, etc., 
as were performed by various crafts and subsequently accepted by 
inspection prompted this action.  

However, no such Notice of violation has been issued as a result of 
deficiencies identified in NCR 2375R and other such documents regarding 
unqualified weld inspection personnel performing inspections that could 
adversely effect the safety of operations of the Nuclear Facility and 
represents a significant breakdown in the quality program for training 
of inspection personnel performing activities affecting quality.

PREPARED BY: . ' c//
L~o 

REVIEWED BY:

DATE

;rDAT"E"

V



REQUEST FOR REPORTADILITY EVALUATION 

1. Request Nlo. W1-85-029-002 
(ERT Concern No.) I N.,freoed 

2. Identification of Item Involved. Intrmet upor Wld 
(Nomencl;ature, system, manufN 
Model, etc.) 

3. Descript ion of Problem (Attach related documents, photo%, 
sketches, etc. ) 

Inspection deficiencies for instrument support welds (AWS) has not been 

addressed as part of the weld sampling reins~ection program. Sampling 
----------- --- -- --------- ------------

programs for structural, pipehangers, cable trays & conduit supoorts did not 
-----------------------------------------

include instrument support welds installed during same phase/period of constr.  
------------------------------ ------------------

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

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

No ___-- Yes X If Yes, F:.plain: Could cause various syster failures 

which adversely affect the safe operation of the facility.  

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

9. 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, Explaint__Could violate criterion 10 & 16 
--------------------------------------

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

--------------------- ------------ ------------------------------
C. This deficiency represents a uj gnfigaff 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 .... L-. Yes ... If Yes, Explains ..............  

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

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

ERT Form M



.

REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION 

0. Trhis dwfxcxency represen~ts a significrant deficien~cy in 
construction~ of oer significant damnage to ^ structure, systafls o~r 
com.oCorCft which will recuire extensive evaluat ion. exters've 
redesign,, or extensive repair to meet the criteria rind a 
stated in, thob safety analysis report or construct ion. perm~it Or, 
to otherwise establish the adeouacy of the structure. systemf, 
Or conmponrevst td. pert form its intended sdfety funct ion.  
Nr, : e If Yes, Explain: _____________ 

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

E. This deficiency represents a jignfiznt deviation from the 
performanc, specifications which will require 9.t3fl3LYvk 
eval uat ion, uexte~ive redes ign, or gxtensive repai±r to 
establ ish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component 
to perform its intended safety function.  
No ..._..Yes__ If Yes, Explain: -------------

------------ -~------ -- -----------

- - ---- ~~--------- - - ---------------- --------------

IF ITEM 4A, MR 49 GEf 4C GE 4D Q8 4E ARE MARK(ED "YES", L-M!MEU-AT-LX
HAQCAA THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION TO NSRS.

Th is COnd it ion was I dent if ied by:s 
EAT Group Manager

Acknowledgment of receipt by NSRS

Phone Ext.

____ __ __ 26s~~ 
ERT Project M-ana-ge*r- Phone Ext.  

-~Date T 1ame ;_

EAT Form M
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U'NITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

W. T. Cottle, Site Director, Watts Bar Nuclear rlant 

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

FEB 05 1986 
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL 

Transmitted herein is ISRS Report No. 1-85-713-WBN 

Subject SNUBBER CONTROL AND HANDLING 

Concern No. 11-85-2i8-001 and WI-85-091-014 

and associated reco mmendations for your action/disposition.  

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

recommendations~by March 5. 1986. Should you have any questions, please 

contact J. D. Gilbreath at telephone 3655-WBU.  

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes x No

JDG: GDM 
Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

H. L. Abercrombie, SQN 
W. Bibb, BFU 
James P. Darling, BLl 
R. P. Denise, LP6N4OA-C

D. R. Nichols, ElOAl4 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
E. K. Sliger, LP6NASA-C

-Copy and Return-

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

I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. 1-85-713-WBN 
Subject SNUBBER CONTROL AND HANDLING -for action/disposition.

SLU Signature 

*I#" of C CM .40 ,4 RA J D',n..I..I. me o il. Pll-W0111 PIAN4

To: 

from: 

Date:

---------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------
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NSRS INVESTIGATICN REPORT NO. I-85-71Z-WSN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERNS IN-ew.-,es-ool AND WI-805r-O)?l-O14 

MILESTONE -4

SUB.JECT: SNUEBEP CONTPOL. AND HANDLING 

DATES CF INVESTIG04TICN: Nov.ember IIZ. Lt.6..-Januar*. 17-. 1?86 

LEAD ZrN'ESTIGATOR: C:
0. G ilbre~ath 

IN,.EST'TGATOR: 

REvIEWED BY: 

APPPOVED BY: Z

DaJ 

Date



I. BACK(GROUND

NSF.S has investigated Emolovee Concerns IN-85-=SS-0)O1 and WI-85-0i91-014 
which were communicatad to the Ouality Technolcqv Comoanv (OTC) in 
resconse to the Watts Bar Emolovae Concern Program. The soecific 
concerns wore exoressed to OTC as follow.  

Snubbers are not handled orocerlv and are not adjusted 
and installed in accordance with the manufacturer's 
recommended oractices of orotecting them in waterarcof 
c.overings. storing and carrvino them comoressed. and 
adjusting their oaddles only while they are held vertical.  

TVA has very ooor control over snubbers in the manner 
:nwhich they are stored and handled. These e:aoensive 

snubter; are irsouentiv scraoced ana later retrieved 
from the scrao yard for installation.  

A chec'!ý with OTC for additional information revealea that for 
WI-85-091-014 the concerned individual (CI) felt that better controls 
existed now than in the oast. Regarding the scraooinq and later us* 
allagatizn. the C1 indicated that laborers would cick uo good snubbers 
and throw them in the trash. CCNST would have to retrieve t~ e snuobers 
before thay could be installed.  

I.SCOPE 

The scooc of this inv.estigation involved reviewing both the oasi and 
oresent rer"irements for storage. handling. and installation of 
snubbers: the imolementation of those reouirements: and reviewinga the 
training modules ormoared for oresentation to the craft regarding 
snubber control.  

During the course of this investigation. discussions were held with 
corionnel in the Hanger Engineering Units. Prooo Test Section. the 
Mechanical Branch in the Division o4 Nuclear Services, and the CCNST 
craft training instructors. In addition. formal interviews were 
conducted with craft oersonnel. and the following documents were 
reviewed.  

A. Pacific Scientific Document No. 141. "Instruction Manual for.  
Installat ion and Maintenance of Mechanical Shock Arrestors,'' 

B. oQz-1.i::. Revision 15. "Control of Nonconforming Items'' 

C. OCI-1.76. R~evisions 9. 10. and 11. "Storage and Housek.eecing" 

0. CQ-l.6. Revision 9. "Work. Pack ages"

". OCP-l.'6. FevIsion 6. "StorageJ and Hou~elv woing"'



E. An insoection of the warehouse and the Bercen-Patter3on Shoo was 
conducted to observe stzrace conditions. While storaco ccnaitions 
for new snutbers was found in comoliance with OCI-1-.6. damaced 
snubbers were located in both stcrace areas and were neither tacced 
or secrecaited in distinctly o.arked areas. This is in conflict wit 
Critarion XV of 'OCF50. rAooendix B. which stioulatas that measures 
must be established *and lmf'emented to control nonconformina items 
to prevent their inatdvertZ use cr installation. The control 
measures are reouired to include identification (such as tagging) 
and seorecation of the damaaed material. When ouestionad as to how 
manv damaged snubbers e.:*.sted and whether a log book was kept. no 
informaticn was available. Hanger Enoineerina subseauentlv took 
steos to consolidate all damaoed snubbers in one location and record 
the serial numbers of each item. The results were: 

7. FSA-1/ 

All af these = snubbers had been damacec since NJovemcer 1964. or 
in ather worc3. -wti h azt it months.  

F. C:.'.ST 'Ianacament -was aware zi the oroclam with snulz:;r dZa.maoe as 
earll. as 9-Ciand: considered various cotizns ior corrazt:ng tne 
situation but Wd11 11ittla until the mxni-iNFC review Was CZ--Ccu::eC ir.  
late 1984. Proceoural ch ances to .CF'-!.-.ý and Q~i~were m~ace in 
Juno 19SS5. and the ior.,malized tra:ning prcooram for crait was 
established About the same time. Howeva-. +ailure to imobement 
promot correct:'.e action to resolve the notatle croblem with snuotor 
dam-aae is clearlv a violation of Criterion XVI of 10CFREC'. Accendix 
B.  

G. No orocedUres are includea in the work rackages for hanger 
installation relativ/e to :nstallin; snubbers because there are no 
develoced OCIs ta co.-er this activitv. and the PSM crocadure has 
nover been officiallv accro-ved by OE for use as a reference document.  

N'd CC'NCLLJS-ICNS MAND RECOi1MEINDO'TIONS 

A. Frzm the *113CUSSIoMS with CCNST oarsonnei and 'the suocorting 
evidZenco of the large number of carnaged snubbers. the concern 
regarding the handling and adiustiments of snubbers is 
substantiated. However, a review of the manufacturer's orocedures 
found no reouiramontz for protecting snUrbers in wataroroof 
coverings or storing and carrying them compressed.  

S. The orZcSdural chances which were made have .,,ora-,,d the storage 
conditions and traceability of ooe,-able anubbers. Howew'er, 
identifica~tion and segregation of lIamaged SnLItbers is seriCuISh.  
lact~ing. This in Caused b-. a failure to apply the recuirements of 

Qc:i.::."Control of Nonc-nnforming Items." to the entire process 
from receipt to installaticin.



C. The cntin~uing increase jin-.he numnoer of damaged snubbers indicates 
a failure to identifyw the root, cause of the oroblems. acaan caused 
by the failure to imolemernt OCII-i.0 for corrective action.  

D. Because there are no OC'Is ccverirno the installation of snubbers. the 
craft must ralv on what the-. were taucht in the trainino4 Sesmions.  
and t'he instructors .must rely on Enaineerina to inform them of 
chances in the ormcadures.  

- Dial~o ualtvCoZntrol iLnStr-UCtin 

Develco a Qualitv Control Instruction cielineatinc the rsauireRnent3 for 
handling and irstallation of snubbers.  

I E-5- 1 7WV-QZ-- I aent if v and Control Damaced Snu~br 

Estab:za- mneasures ta identifv and control damaced snubbers. A00olv t~he 
reauiremnents ofi OCI-1.02.  

- Codui GenricRev:ew 

The CCNIST CA croanizat:on Should =,SCL.-L=t a cener,.c review ci the 
acoli:~ilitv. of the reouirements of OCI-. j oc.onns ewe h 
time tnev A-ra issued from the warenouse ano the time t.%eya F-re installec.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMEXNT 

Memorandum

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

W. C. Bibb. Site Director, Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant 

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

." 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL 

Transmitted herein is VSRS Report No. 1-85-379-BFI 

Subject INADEQUATE TRAThINg OF CRAFTSMEN 

Concern No. IM-85-016-001 

and associated prioritized recommnendat ions for your 

action/disposition.  

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

Priority 2 [P21 recommndations by March 7. 1986. The Priority 3 (P31 

recoumendation will be looked at for corrective action follow through in 

August 1986. No response is required for (P3) items. Should youi have any 

questions, please contact W. D. Stevens at telephone 621

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes ___ No x.....

,jirector, NSRS/Des 
ign~e

WDS : JTH 
Attachment 
cc CAttac*uuent): 

H. L. Abercrombie, SQN 
W. T. Cattle, WBN 
James P. Darling, DLU 
R. P. Denise, LP6NAOA-C 
B. C. Morris, srv 
D. R. Nichols, R1OA14 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
Eric Sliger, LP6W11P.-C

a.... V C on"141 0.111111.0.- .6" *he PA4,voll CA9.9 -""r P1.9"

45U



TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF 

INVESTIGATION REPORT NO. 1t-85-379-BFN 

EMPLOYEE CONCERN: XX-85-016-OO01 

INADEQUATE TRAINING OF CRAFTSMENSUBJECT:

DAl*ES OF
INVEZTTGATION:

LEAD INVESTIGATOR: 

INVESTIGATOR: 

REVIEWED BY: 

APPROVED BY:

SEPTEMBER 23, 1985 - DECEMBER 18. 1985 

("-/L1 A f, ,
C. L. Breeding 

N. T. Henri~h 

M. W. Alexander 

R.' C. Sauer

OITE 

DATE 

'A.ZN ,k 
DATE



1. BACKGROUND

A Nuclear Safety Review Staff MR~S) investigation was conducted to 
determine the validity of an expressed employee concern received by 
Quality Technology Company (QTC) /Employee Response Team (CRT). The 
concern of record, as summarized on the Employee Concern Assignment 
Request Form from QTC and identified as IX-85-016-O0l, stated: 

Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 2 & 3, Craft Personnel 
are not appropriately trained. nor are they provided 
appropriate procedures which provide specific technical 
instructions for performance of the work. For example 
Craft Personnel are not familiar with the mechanics of 
anchor bolt installation~ as defined by General 
Construction Specification G.-32, Rev. 10, 4/1/85. Craft 
Personnel are only provided a copy of HAI-4, a 
modification procedure which provides general guidance 
and documentation applicable to the process of anchor 
bolt installation. Acceptance criteria utilized for 
anchor belt inspection are contained in G-32, of which 
the craft do not have a controlled copy available in the 
work area. A similar instance was expressed relative to 
the performance of high potential and megger testing 
activities performed in accordance with NI-7l.  
Electrical Craft Personnel are incapable of properly 

setting up and conducting these test activities due to a 
lack of training.  

II.- SCOPE 

A. The scope of this investigation was determined from the stated 
concern of record to be that of three issues requiring investigation: 

I. Inadequate anchor bolt test instructions.  

2. -Inadequate electrical equipment test instructions.  

3. Inadequate training of craftsmen for anchor bolt pull test and 
electric equipment testing.  

B. ISRS reviewed craft training programs with emphasis on the examples 
given by the concerned individual. The adequacy of procedures 
provided for performance of modification and maintenance work was 
investigated. The type and adequacy of the technical instructions 
provided in the procedures was reviewed to determine if the 
instructions were chiar and complete. Other examples of this type 
of alleged problem were searched for.



111. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A. Requirements and Commitiments 

1. 1OCFRSO, Appendix 9, criterion V, requires that all work is to 
be accomplished in accordance with written procedures.  

2. ANSI 918. 7-1976 "Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance 
for the operational Phase of Nuclear Power Plants," contains 
guidelines for writing proper procedures.  

3. A letter from Zack Pate (IM1) to H. G. Parris dated April 15, 
1965 UA02 850409 016) establishes schedules for training program 
accreditation at Browns Ferry (Ref. 9).  

B. Findings 

1. Installation of anchor bolts is well within the scope of what is 
expected of a journeyman craftsman. Procedures that describe In 
general anchor bolt installation and testing activities are 
available and required to be on each jobsite While work Is 
underway.  

However, there appears to be a weakness in anchor bolt pull test 
procedures. MAX-4 is the procedure used for anchor bolt 
installation. It does not contain detail*4 pull test 
requirements or acceptance criteria. MAI-4 relies on General 
Construction Specification G-32 (Ref. 3) for details of how such 
force to exert on anchor bolts during testing. Since the plant 
works to MAI-4, copies of G-32 are generally not available to 
craftsmen. This weakness has been recognized by SF3 staff. A 
proposed revision to MAI-4 to include the appropriate detailed 
testing requirements and acceptance criteria has been proposed 
and is under review.  

2. The investigation revealed that the only training provided to 
the craftsmen at Browns Ferry for testing of anchor bolts 
(covered by NAI-4) (Ref. 1) is that provided by other craftsmen 
-and the vendors of anchor bolt tools and test equipment. This 
training is provided on a sporadic basis based on interviews 
conducted during the investigation and there is uncertainty as 
to its thoroughness, quality, and comprehension. No records of 
this training are kept and no tests are given.  

3. Procedures for electric equipment testing are available and 
required to te on each jobsite while work is underway. As 
mentioned in the concern, this procedure is 1111-71 versus 
KI-il. This procedure appears to be technically adequate 
although there should be more detailed instructions for use of 
special equipment to test electrical equipment.



4. Journeymen electricians working in the area of electric equip
ment testing are expected to understand the use of electrical 
test equipment (covered by W11-71) clef. 2). There is no formal 
training program at Browns Ferry to train electricians in the 
use of aeggar. kelvin bridge, and high-pot test equipment. Only 
informal classes have been held with certain craftsmen to teach 
them the techniques involved in electric equipment testing. No 
records are kept of this training.  

5. TWA has made a comitment to IMP (Ref. 9) to gain IMP accredi
tation of training programs for electrical and mechanical 
maintenance personnel. In developing these training prograu..  
TVA is compiling a plant specific task list that describes the 
functions of the mechanical and electrical maintenance 
positions. Tasks that will be included in the program have been 
selected from this list. Training programs have already been 
developed at Browns Ferry for the Operations Area, Shift 
Technical Advisor, Instrument and Control Technician. Chemistry 
Technician, Radiological Protection Technician. and Technical 
Staff and Managers. These programs are in place and awaiting 
IMF Accreditation Team visit before receiving full 
accreditation. TVA has committed to have the electrical 
maintenance and mechanical training programs in place by July 
1986.  

The establisho-nt of this training program requires that plant 
specific tasks be compared with existing training materials and 
that areas not currently taught in sufficient depth be 
identified. A qualified training staff will be selected and 
trained. They will develop new training materials with 
supporting objectives and performance standards where a major 
gap has been f ound. The success of this new training program 
will be evaluated by TVA and INPO to ensure it is adequate.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOOINDMATIONS 

A. Conclusions 

This employee concern is substantiated for the following reasons: 

1. Anchor bolt pull test instructions appear to be inadequate.  
Appropriately detailed procedures are not available to the 
craftsmen for testing anchor bolts. The current version of 
KAI-4 does not contain test values and acceptance criteria for 
pull tests that are available in G-32. Thus the procedure is 
not complete and cannot be used as the sole document to 
implement anchor bolt tests.



2. Electrical test instructions appear to be inadequate. Although 
fu-71 is technically adequate as it is now written, the 
procedure for electric motor tests does not contain specific 
instructions in the use of equipmen t for meggar, kelvin bridge, 
and high-pot tests.  

3. Training of craf t personnel in the areas of anchor bolt testing 
and electric equipment testing at Browns Ferry is sporadic.  
unorganized. and informal.  

A training program for electrical maintenance personnel is 
currently under developmen t at Browns Ferry. TVA has committed 
to IMP to have this program accredited by July 1986. This 
program will give electrical maintenance personnel training in 
all phases of the work they are expected to carry out including 
motor testing. This concern will be addressed by this training.  
and it is recomended that electrical maintenance training be 
instituted as scheduled.  

B. Recommedations 

1. I-8S-379-BFU-Ol. NAI-A Revision 

The proposed revision to HAI-4 should be completed and issued by 
the BY* site. A copy of the issued procedure should be sent to 
1338 for review. (P2J 

2. 1-85-379-BFM-02, ati-71 Revision 

1333 recoamends that E(t-hi be revised to include more specific 
instructions In the use of special equipment for meggar, kelvin 
bridge, and high-pot testing. 1P21 

3. 1-85-379-BFV-03, formal Maintenance Craftsmen Training Proarem 

It is recommended that TVA continue with its program of meeting 
IMP training criteria and accreditation. This program should 
result in a formal training program for training of mechanical 
and electrical maintenance craftsmen. The implementation date 
of July 1986 will be tracked by VSRS. ZP3J 

lig11: Revision of the above instructions should resolve the 
i mme diate training needs problem.



DOCUKENTS REVIEWED IN INVESTIGATION 1-85-379-BWN 
AND REFERENCES 

1. KAI-4, SF11? Standard Practice for bolt anchors set In concrete 
structures. dated July 16. 1985 

2. MlU-71, SF3? Standard Practice for aegger, bridge, and high potential 
testing of electrical equipment, dated November 9, 1984 

3. TVA General Construction Specification G-32 (110), for bolt anchors set in 
hardened concrete, eated September 9.* 1985 

4. HAI-4 draft revision, "SF3? Standard Practice for Bolt Anchors Set in 
Concrete" 

5. INF guidelines for electrical maintenanca personnel qualification, 
Document lumber GPG-07, Rev. 0, dated July 31, 1981 

6. TVA General Construction Specification G-66 (Rl), for installation, 
inspection, and testing of mexibolt undercut anchors, dated July 9, 
1985 

7. Civil design standard, "General Anchorage to Concrete,- DS-C1.7.1 R3, 
dated July 5, 1985 

8. 10 C?! Part 50 Appendix B. Criterion V. "Instructions, Procedures, and 
Drawings" 

9. Letter from Zack T. Pate (IMF) to Hugh G. Parris dated April 5. 1985, on 
the subject of "Training Program Accreditation" UA02 850409 016) 

10. American National Standard (ANSI) V18.7-1976, "Administrative Controls and 
Quality Assurance for the Operational Phase of Nuclear Power 
Plants," approved February 19, 1976
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U'ItTV.D STATES GOV.RNME.VT 

Memorandurn TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

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

FO:K. Wi. Whitt, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 93AS C-K 

DATE: r. ± 98 
SUIJECT: MUCLEAR SAFETY REV19W STAFF IMESTIGATIOE RiDOR? TRANSKMIAL 

Tratsmitted herein is USES Report No. 1-85-695-SOW 

SubjeOct IMPROPER EUGINEIRING EVALUATION FOR 

PIPE AND SUPPORT DOCU19ENATIONS 

Concern No. IX-85-053-002 

The attached report contains one Priority 3 (P31 recoinmendation which 

requires you to take some form of investigative or corrective action 

within the next four months (June 1, 1986). No formal response is 

required for this report unless you disagree with the proposed action.  

Please notify us if actions taken have been completed sooner. Should you 

have any questions, please contact W. D. Stevens at telephone 6231L.K 

Recomend Reportability Determination: Yes go x 

- irector, NSRS/Designee 

WDS: JTH 
Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

W. C. Bibb, BFN 
W. T. Cattle, WBV 
James P. Darling, BLV 
R. P. Denise, LP6NAOA-C 
G. B. Kirk. SON 
D. R. Nichols, S10A14 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
Bri l r LP6NASA-C 

J. . ulivan, SQU

R..i. ir * Q cfe.4n'It Rn"St P.' .1,1/l i. n" 11"' Paiivrnf qa?'i, if pin",
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333INVESTIGATION REPORT 9O. 1-85-695-SQN 

SMIOMES CONCERN: 11-65-053-002

iuRuom ENGINMEERING EVALUATIONS FOR KISSINMG PIPE AND 
COMMUIT SUPPORT DOCUMENTAT ION

DATES Of 
INVESTIGATION: 

INVESTIGATOR: 

URSVIWED BY: 

APPROVED BY:

OCTOBER 23-30, 1985 

R. HADIELL 

L. 9. BROCK 

R. C. SAUERE

SUBJ2CT:

D1ATE/ 
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I. - ACEROMN

A Nuclear Safety Review Staff (3535) investigation was conducted to 
determine the validity of an expressed employee concern received by the 
Quality Technology Company (QTC)/Rmloyee Response Team (ERT). The 
concern of record. as summarized on the EmLoyee Concern Ass ignment 
Request form from QI'C and identified as 11-85-053-002, stated: 

Sequoyah - ftgineering Evaluations, for documentation 
missing on pipe supports and conduits supports, was not 
always done properly: Sometimes the hardware was not 
examined before the evaluation was made. Et.g. * in one 
case, the NRC found a hanger documented as balted. but 
it was actually welded. Unit 1 - 1978 to 1980 -Au.  
Control and Diesel Gen. Buildings.  

further Information was requested from the ERT folLowup group, if 
available. but they did not have any aidditional information.  

1I. SCOPE 

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

1. for Sequoyah unit I during the tinmeframe of 1978 to 1980, the 
engineering evaluations performed to Justify acceptance of 
previously installed pipe and conduit supports where 
documentation was missing were not always done properly.  

2. Hardware was not always examined before the evaluation., were 
made.  

B. Construction specifications, construction procedures, inspection 
instructions, and standard operating proceaures which governed the 
installation, inspection, documentation, and records review of the 
Sequoyah piping and conduit supports were reviewed. A random 
sampling of microfilm records of pipe and conduit supports, 
including universal printout and supporting inspection and 
evaluation records, were reviewed. Several people that were 
involved with either the design or installation of the supports were 
interviewed.  

111. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Requirements and Conunitments 

1. IOCFR50 Appendix B - Basis for QA program utilized at Sequoyah.  

2. CONST-QAP 17.1, "Quality Assurance Records."



3. Topical Report TVA-TVS5-1. Section 17.1. "TVA Quality Assurance 
Program, a'rogram Applicable to Design and Construction.

B. Findings 

1. In 1977 the Sequoyah construction management revised procedures 
and instructions to utilize vardius computer progarms as the 
method of indicating inspection, test, and operating status of 
plant features. This universal program provided a method of 
statusing, inspections completed under previous procedturee. and 
provided acceptance based on documentation meeting 1977 
requirements or based on an engineering evaluation perf ormed per 
the guidelines of Standard Operating Procedure No. 551, "Past 
Records Review and Engineering Evaluations.

2. In implementing the universal program, construction procedures 
were revised to require all safety-related supports to be tagged 
or stamped with a unique iderstifier. Inspection and test status 
were entered into the universal program for each uniquely 
identified support. Where previous inspection and test records 
could be traced to an individual support and they met current 
requirements, these were iden...ified by an asterisk on the 
universal program status. For those supports where previous 
inspection records could not be traced to an individual support 
or did not meet current requirements. an engineering evaluation 
was performed, and a dollar sign ($) was entered on the 
universal program status.  

3. Engineering evaluations were performed by reviewing existing 
records. log book entries, cortespondence, notes on drawings. or 
a statistical acceptance by having sufficient inspection sheets 
for a lot area but not traceable to a particular support. The 
responsible engineering unit performed the evaluations and 
provided written justification of acceptance by a signed 
evaluation statement which was attached to the support record.  

4. SUFP Construction Procedure Hn. P-S. "Quality Assurance Records," 
was revised in 1977 to provide recognition that some previous 
inspection records were not always traceable to an individual.  
support and may have not met the latest inspection 
requirements. Those records that were traceable had to be 
evaluated to determine if they met the latest requirements or 
licensing commitments. For those records which were not 
completely traceable, P-8 required that an engineering 
evaluation be performed to determine acceptability of the 
feature and provide evidence lending support for documentation.  
P-8 gave some general guidelines for performing the engineering 
evaluation, but the detailed method of performing the evaluation 
was found in Standard Operating Procedure N~o. 551, "Past Record.  
Review and Engineering Evaluations."



5. Since the engineering evaluations were normally based on a 
review of existing records a"d other supporting documientation.  
P-8 and SOP 551 did not require an examination of supports prior 
to performing the evaluation; however, for structural welds, a 
notation on khe suppnrt itself provided acceptable evidence that 
an inspection had been performed. Whom there was insufficient 
evidence to support an adequate evaluation of a feature, both 
P-8 and SOP 551 required reinspection or a nonconformane issued 
with disposition in accordance with established procedures.  

6. SOP 551 required all evaluation statestmnt~s and related 
documentation be sent to the Quality Control Record Unit (QCRII) 
for review and storage. P-8 required a detailed reviewt and 
acceptance of records by noting with a "QA Record Review" stauip.  
reviewer's initials, and date. The QCRU t.'ouLd then record the 
receipt of acceptable QA records on the appropriate computer 
status program (universal printout).  

7. Review of a random sample of universal printouts for conduit and 
piping supports revealed that most of the engineering 
evaluations were performed for the anchor tests. Since only a 
sampling of a Lot was required by G-32 procedure, an anchor was 
not tested for each support. Therefore, the acceptance of 
anchors on most of the supports was based on a statistical 
acceptance of anchors in that defined Lot in which the support 
was grouped. To a Lesser degree. engineer~ng evaluations were 
used for aiuceptanco of the welding tests, but speared to be 
related to Lack of traceability of inspection records to a 
particular support. In reviewing the microfilm records of a 
random saMple of evaluation statements, there were no detected 
cases where the evaluations were not done according to 
construction procedures.  

S. As part of the unit I program to address It Dulletin 79-02, a 
random sample, of 139 expansion anchors was investigated. One 
failure (Less than one percent) was found which correlated 
closely to the Less than one percent fat~ure rate associated 
with the G-32 construction testing (56 failures out of 8174 
tested). The final inspection report submitted to the NRC drew 
a conclusion that these two samples confirmed a high confidence 
in the total anchor installation p~rogram. Tn addition, there is 
additional investigations and verification work presently under 
way as the result of the employee concerns XX-85-010-001 and 
XX-85-023-001. When this verification program and subsequent 
corrective actions are complete, this shouL4 provide an even 
higher confidence level since any problems found will require 
resolution.



9. In response to It Bulletin 79-14, all, unit I safety-reLated 
piping systems (2-1/2 Inch pipe size and larger) were inspected 
for pipe run geometry; support and restraint design, location 
function, and clearance (including floor and wall penetration); 
eubedments; pipe atttciwents; and valve and valve operator.  
locations and weights. Approximately 4500 pipe sujports were 
inspected under this program. Fifteen deficiencies were found 
which were of a serious safety concern. The remaining 
discrepancies, categorized as a minimal safety ecacern, ware 
reanalyzed or otherwise corrected. Additional reviews ame 
be3.ng done for the less then 2-1/2" piping supports as 
discussed in ISRS Report 1-85-772-SQU, and others are planned 
as part of the program to address generic concerns. When these 
activities are complete, a higher confidence level should exist 
concerning the acceptability of pipe supports.  

10. Concerning the conduit supports, a Condition Adverse to Quality 
Report (SCR SQU CII; 8502 RV hat been prepared stating thet, 
"Progra mma tic deficiencies have been identified with the design 
and installation of seismically designed conduit supports as 
shown on the 47AO56 drawing series of typical supports." The 
Sequoyah Rngineering Project has performed a preliminary 
evaluation of the identified deficiincies and has concluded 
that most of them can be resolved by analysis and/or testing.  
When this effort is complete and appropriate corrective action 
taken (if required), then there should be a high confidence 
level that conduit supports installed in critical areas will 
perform to meet design loads.  

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOHKENDATIONS 

A. Conclusions 

1. The concern that engineering evaluations were not always done 
properly was not substantiated for the following reasons: 

a. No evidence was found that indicated that the evaluations 
were not performed and documented as required by approved 
construction procedures.  

b. QC review of evaluation statements assured that adequate 
evidence or justification was provided as required by 
procedures prior to accepting the records and entering data 
on the computer status program.



2. The concern that the hardware (feature) was not always examined 
prior to performing the engineering evaluation was substan
tiated. However, the construction procedures did not require 
actual reexamination as part of the engineering evaluation but 
allowed the review of existing records and other evidence which 
would lend support to the evaluation. Absence of actual 
reexamination prior to evaluation was not a procedure violation.  

3. The concern of record as a whole was not substantiated because 
the evaluations were perforowd by approved construction 
procedures. The results of tie 11 Bulletin 79-02 and 79-14 
Inspectiotis and the degree of subsequently required corrective 
actions lend support to which confidence level achieved by the 
engineering evaluation process.  

B. Recomendat ions 

I. 1-85-695-SQU. NSRS Followuo to Plant Resolution of Civil 
Structure Ouisstions 

USES recommends that the Sequoyah plant staff continue their 
efforts concerning resolution of questions pertaining to anchor 
bolts (concern UX-85-023-000), base plates MX-85-010O-001), 
snubber installations (UM-85-070-007), and conduit supports 
(SCR SQU CUD 8502). USRS will track these issues to assure that 
they are carried to satisfactory completion. (P3)



DOCUMEN`TS REVIEWED IN INVESTIGATION 1-85-695-SQN 
AND REFERENCES 

1. SNP Construction Procedure No. P-8. Rev. 10, "Quality Assurance Records," 
dated August 2U. 1.976 

2. SOP Construction Procedure go. P-24, Rev. 4, "Inspection and Test Status,
dated November 12, 1980 

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

4. SVP Standard Operating P-ocedure No. 102, Rev. 4. "Conduit Hanger 
Installations.- dated April 21, 1982 

5. SEP Standard Operating Procedure No. 551, Rev. 5, "Past Records Reviewed 
and Engineering Evaluations," dated August 1.4. 1979 

6. General Construction Specification G-43, Rev. 8, "Support and 
Installation of Piping System in Category I Structures." dated 
August 8, 1985 

7. SVP Inspection Instruction No. 66. Rev. 16, "Inspection of Supports." 
dated March 1, 1983 

8. Report No. CEN-SA, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Report on IZ Bulletin 79-14 
Inspect ion/Evaluation Progr ams 

9. Microfilm Records (sampling) of universal Printout and evaluation 
attachments for conduit and piping supports 

10. SUP Construction Specification N2G-877, "Identification of Structtures, 
Systems, and Components Covered by the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant 
Quality Assurance Program" 

11. 11 Bulletin No. 79-02, Rev. 2. "Pipe Support Base Plate Designs Using 
Concrmte Expansion Anchor Bolts," dated November 8, 1979 

12. TVA letter, L. M. Hills to NBC. James P. O'Reilly, "Soquoyah Nuclear 
Plant Units 1 and 2 - Additional information on IZ Bulletin 79-02," 
dated January 2, 1980 (AZ27 810403 011) 

13. TVA Letter, L. M. Hills to NRC, James P. O'Reilly, "Sequoyah Nuclear 
Plant Units I and 2 - NRC - II Bulletin 79-02 Final Report," dated 
April 3, 1981 (AZ? 810403 01.1)



14. Wo~t Plan 4996 - Program for Verifying Correct Installation of 
Self-Drilling Type Con~crete Anchors in Unit 1 Safety-Related 
Piping/Duct Supports for Res~ponse to NRW 19 Bulletin 79-02 

1.5. 11 Bulletin 79-14, Rev. 1, with supplements through September 7, 1979 
"Seismic Analyses for As-Built Safety-Related Piping Systems" 

16. SUP Construct ion Procedure No. C-8,* Rev. 4, "Kxpans ion Anchor 
Installation, Testing, and Documentation" 

17. Condition Adverse to Quality Report, SCI SQK CDB 8502, Rev. 2.  
preliminary telecopied to plant on Cavember 14, 1965



TV^ 64 £05-945) top-WPS44S 

UNITE.D STATES GOVERN31ENT 

Memorandurn

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

H. L. Abercroimbie, Site Director, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant 

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

FE80 7 1986 
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSKITTAL 

Transmitted herein is ISRS Report go. ig-85-027-X07 

Subjeact SIGN-OFF ON DETECTIVE EQUIPMNUT 

Concern No. XU-85-027-107 

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 Rt. C. Sauer at telephone 2277 

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes no 

RCS:JTH 7 'irector. ISRS/Designee 

Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

W. C. Bibb, DIV 
W. T. Cottle, WIN 
Jawes P. Darling, ILM 
Rt. P. Denise, LPANAOA-C 
G. B. Kirk, SQV 
D. R. Nichols, R10A14 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
Eric Sliger, LP6NAOA-C 
J. H. Sullivan, SQX 
W. I. M1asont ElIC49 C-K-'For review.  

Principally prepared by R. C. Sauer.



QUALITY z5\ TECHNOLOGY 
COMPANY 

P.O. Box 600 Sweetwater. TN 37874 (1)641 

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 1 OF 2 

CONCERN NO: XX-85-027-XC7 

CONCERN: *An inspector was requested by his supervisor to sign off 
data sheets on defective equipment. The inspector initially refused to 
sign because corrective action had not been taken. He was asked a 
second time to sign the data sheets and dlid so to avoid getting a 
letter for insubordination." 

INVESTIGATION 
PERFORMED BY: W. R. Pickering 

DETAILS: 

PERSONNEL CONTACTED:, CONFIDENTIAL 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED: 

Nonconformance Report #2803 
Data Sheet #1 (11-19 Inspection) dated 6/18/82 through 10/3/83.  
Inspection Instruction No.19 Revision 9 - (Battery Inspection) 
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Inspection Instruction No.30, Revision 7 (SNP 

11-30) - "Receipt Inspection" 

SUMMARY: 

This concern is not substantiated in that a requirement of inspection 
Instruction 19 Revision 9 directs the inspector to signify acceptable 
corrective action after completion of that corrective action.  

FINDINGS: 

The subject data sheets are records of inspections in accordance with 
Inspection instruction 19 Revision 9 "Battery Inspections". On 7/20/82 
a Nonconformance Report was initiated identifying an unacceptable 
condition (high specific gravity) with the fifth diesel. generator 
batteries. On 7/5/83 the inspector released the batteries from their 
nonconforming condition as evidenced by his signature in block 8 of the 
NCR.  

Inspection Instruction 19 Section 9.0 "Documentation" states in part 
"...data sheets indicating unacceptable cells shall be forwarded to the 
Electrical Engineering unit so that corrective action can be 
specified." The corrective action specified on the subject data sheets



ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 2 OF 2 

CONCERN NO: XX-85-027-X07 

DETAILS, continued 

FINDINGS, continued 

was to keep checking the electrolyte level of the battepries and the NCR 
was documented in the remarks section. Corrective action was completed 
between 7-20-82 and 7-5-83 and the subject data sheets documented the 
inspections performed between those dates. Section 9.0 "Documentation" 
of Inspection Instruction 19 also states in part *... Upon completion of 
the required corrective action, the cells shall be reinspected in 
accordance w.i *th Revision 9 of this instruction and are acceptable." 
Acceptance of corrective action is indicated by signature in the space 
provided.  

The subject data sheets were signed and dated on 7/19/83. This is 
fourteen days after the inspector signified, as acceptable, the 
corrective action i,;'plemented by the NCR. This closed NCR provided 
evidence that the corrective action was acceptable and the subject data 
sheets provided evidence that the electrolyte level of the batteries 
were never found to be unacceptable. It does rnot appear to compromise 
the inspector nor the procedural requirements to s~ignify on the data 
sheets what was previously identified on the NCR.  

OBSERVATIONS: 

(None) 

CONCLUSION: 

The requirement of Inspection Instruction 19 Revision 9 directs the 
inspector to signify acceptance of corrective action after corrective 
action is complete. The inspector signified such on the nonconformance 
report fourteen days prior to signing the subject data sheets. It is 
the conclusion of this investigation that pressure applied in excess 
of procedural requirements could not be substantiated.  

PERFORMED BY:_________________________ 

REVIEWED BY:_______________________ 
'DATE



S

REQUEST FOR REPORTADILITY EVALUATION

I.Request No. -XX-85-027-X07 
(ERT Concern No.) ID No., if reported)

2. Identification of Item Inovd 

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

sketches, etc. ) 
CI was requiested by his supervisor to sign off data sheets on batteries for

dieselMnerator -he considered to be defective.  

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

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

No X -- Yes --- If Yes, F~plain: . ..........

S. This defi ciency represents a sinnificant breakdown in 
portion of the quality assurance program oanducted 
accordance woith the requirements of Appendix 9.

any 
in

No X -- Yes If Yes, Explains~------------

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

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

C. This deficiency represents a .i -ijfi-- deficiency in final 
design as approved &Avd 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. Explains

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

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

EAT Form M

I

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



REQUEST FOR REPORTABILITY EVALUATION 

D. This def,- '--cy reoresents a significant deficiercy in 
constructi. o-significant damage to a structure, systema or 
comc'onent j ill require extensixve evaluation. extensive 
redesign, nsive repair to meet the criteria and haset.  
stated in, ty analysis reoort or construction oarmit -;.r 
to otherwiso .*tabl ish~ the adeauacy of the structure. systemn, 
o:r component to Pertforrn its intended safety function.  
No ~Y sIf Yes, Explain: _____________ 

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

E. This deficiency represents a liniicntdeviation from the 
performance specifications which will require Ixen3D1Lve 
evaluat ion, uItx~ninj redesign, or axitnoih vei repair to 
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component 
to perform its intended safety function.  

No...L.,.Ye% - If Yes, Explains -_-_------

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

IF ITEM *4, MR 49 Qft 4C QR 40 QP_ 4E ARE MARKED NVESIG, )IiSJUyIJY 
HAND-Ca3a THIS REQUEST AND SUPPORTINIS DOCUMENTATION TO NUNS. A 

This Cond it ion was Ident ified byrn _-L e _C- -
ERT Broup Manager Phone Ent.  

-PET P;4,ýiManager **Phone Ext.  

Acknowledgment of receipt by NUSR 

Date Tim* ~/~ Signed r

ENT Form M

. % . - a



TVA 64 (OS-945) (OP.WP-5-6S) 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMIENT 

Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

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

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

DATE: FES i 1 

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL 

.Transmitted he~ein is VSRS Report Vo. 1-85-513-SON 

SubectWOK AEASCOTAMINATED/LACK OF KNOWLEDGE OF SYSTEM COTEIL.Z 

Concern Vo. XX-85-063-001 

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 W. D. Stevens at telephone 6231 

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes No 

Zý)rector, OSRS/Designee 

WDS:JTH 
Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

W. C. Bibb, DIN 
W. T. Cottle, WIN 
James P. Darling, BLV 
R. P. Denise, LP6NAOA-C 
G. S. Kirk, SQN 
0. R. Nichols, R10A14 C-K 
QTC/ W , Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
Etric SLIcer, 1.P6N48A-C 
J. H. Sullivan, SQN

. dnni'Vo" I' Vh R",pgIf "g''..v~ ' ow Dht plla Pu, lg/ V111401w aqpoll"



t ag* so*.  
02/12/86

TVA EMPLOYEE CONCERN PROGRAM 
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION LISTING

Qc NUmBER

13-85-052-001 
I3-85-052-006 
IN-85-052-007 
IN-85-052-008 
1N-85-064-001 
1N-85-064-002 
IN-85-066-001 
IN-85-069-001 
IN-85-078-001 
IN-85-086-001 
IN-85-088-001 
IN-85-091-001 
IN-85-091-X02 
IN-85-103-001 
IN-85-106-001 
IN-05-108-001 
I3-85-109-002 
13-85-11-003 
-I3-85-119-001 
IN-85-130-001 
1N-8S-130-002 
IN-85-134-001 
1N-85-140-001 
IN-85-142-003 
IN-85-160-001 
IN-85-160-002 
IN-85-169-001 
IN-85-17 3-001 
IN-85-186-002 
IN-85-186-004 
IN-85-189-002 
IN-85-196 -00 3 
IN-85-196-004 
IN-85-198-001 
13-85-21,-001 
IN-85-207-002 
1N-85-211-001 
IN-85-211-002 
IN-85-212-001 
IN-85-216-001 
IN-85-217-001 
IN-85-218-001 
I3-85-220-003 
IN-85-221-001 
IN-85-234-001 
IN-85-241-001 
IN-85-246-001

SUBJECT

DRWNGS & 050 NOTES 
PIT-UP INSPECTIONS 
FITUP INSPEC`TIONS 
PROCED FOR WELD RODS 
SPRAY ON SHUTDN BDS 
SBUTDN BDS TOP OPEN 
SEISMIC TRENCH CONCN 
INADEQUATE INSPECTS 
00/SAFTY RELATE SYST 
STM GEN MATERIALS 
VACUN TEST ON DOORS 
LOST DOCUMENTATION 
NO NCR FOR LOST DOCU 
IEB 79-02 
MN STM LOADS SUPPORT 
SYS 68 PIPING 
BOLTS REPLAC BY WELD 
WELDER CERTIFICATION 
IMPROPER LINE INSTAL 
UNQUILIFIED PERSONNE 
FIRE SEALS BREACHED 
CUIT NOT MET/IDSS WL 
OPER WATCH VS PAPER 
UNFOLLOWUD WORK PLAN 
UNREPORTED FIRE 
UNQUALIFIED PERSONNE 
SYS 62 VALVE CLASS 
LEAK IN SPRINK SYS 
INSL ON CONDT & CARL 
BOARDS IN ELEC PANEL 
ACCESS TO VALVES/#2 
VALVE OPER INADEQ 
INPROP INSTAL PIPING 
UNCOVERED CABLE TRAY 
CRACK IN WELD 
USE OP FISH TAPE 
ERCW LINE LEAK 
ERCW LINE NOT STAINL 
INSP OF WELD SUPPORT 
WELDING SEQUENCE 
CONDENS POTS, 01 
APPROVAL OF AS-BUILT 
EXCESS NOS OF HGRS 
IMPROPER VALVE OPER 
REQUIRE FOR WELD ROD 
ANCHOR BOLT HOLES 
INSUFFNT MOVEMT/NVR

INVEST DATE S 
ORG REPORT U 

B

NSRS 
NSRS 
NSRS 
ERT 
NSRS 
3515 
ERT 
ERT 
N515 
ER? 
ER? 
ER? 
ERT 
NSRS 
ER? 
ER? 
NSRS 
ERT 
ERT 
ERT 
ERT 
ER? 
NSRS 
3515 
NSRS 
3515 
ER? 
ER? 
ER? 
ER? 

ERT 
NSRS 
3515 
ER? 
NSRS 
NSRS 
NSR5 
NSRS 
ER? 
ERT 

NSRS 
ER? 
ERT 
NSRS 
NSRS

07/03/85 
12/31/85 
12/31/85 
07/10/85 
06/28/85 
06/28/85 
0 1/28/86 
07/10/85 
10/14/85 
07/10/85 
07/09/85 
09/16/85 
08/26/85 
08/09/85 
07/11/85 
07/12/85 
11/07/85 
07/10/85 
09/18/85 
0 9/28/85 
07/05/85 
11/22/85 
08/30/85 
12/0 3/85 
11/07/85 
12/03/85 
07/10/85 
08/13/85 
07/10/85 
07/05/85 
10/04/85 
08/24/85 
10/11/85 
12/04/85 
07/10/85 
11/22/85 
06/27/85 
10/03/85 
0 1/07/86 
07/10/85 
07/15/85 
07/29/85 
12/18/85 
07/05/85 
11/27/85 
0 1/07/86 
08/09/85

DATE A 
RESPONSE C 

C 

01/14/86 F 

12/16/85 T 

07/22/85 T 

12/10/85 F 

1/128T 

02/06/86 T 

01/08/86 T 

11/126/85 T 

109/22/85 T 

12/26/85 T 

09/13/85 T 

01/22/86 T 

09/24/85 T

DATE 
INVEST 
CLOSED

0/0/8 
01/07/86 

12/16/85 
06/28/85 
07/22/85 

10/16/85 
07/10/85 
07/09/85 
02/10/86 
10/03/85 
08/09/85 
07/11/8 5 
07/12/85 
01/22/86 
11/20/85 
10/30/85 
02/03/86 
09/13/85 
11/22/85 
10/16/8'F 
0 1/30/86 
11/12/85 
12/11/85 
07/26/85 
08/13/85 
10/10/85 
09/23/85 
10/04/185 
12/10/85 
10/16/85 
12/09/85 
07/09/85 

06/27/85 

0 7/14/85 
08/22/85 
12/ 24/8 5 
09/23/85 

0 1/10/86 
0 8/0 9/8 5

KEY 
WORD

HANGERS 
WELDING 
WELDING 
WELDING 
ELECTRICAL 
ELECTRICAL 
CIVIL 
HANGERS 
OPERATIONS 
MATERIAL 
TESTING 
DOCUMENT 
DOCUMENT 
DESIGN 
DESIGN 
MATER IAL 
WELDING 
WELDING 
INSTRUMENT 
CONSTRUCT I 
CONSTRUCTI 
WELDING 
OPERATIONS 
CONSTRUCT I 
CONSTRUCTI 
CONSTRUCTI 
MATERIAL 
MATERIAL 
ELECTRICAL 
ELECTRICAL 
DESIGN 
OPERATIONS 
MATERIAL 
CONz;TRUCTI 
WELDING 
ELECTRICAL 
MECHANICAL 
MECHANICAL 
WELDING' 
WELDING 
DESIGN 
I NSTRUMENT 
CIVIL 
OPERATIONS 
WELDING
CIVIL 
DESIGN



ERT ZNVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE 6 OF 6 

CONCERN NO0: I4-65-:k6S-001 

---------------------------------------------------------------------
DETAILS. continued 

* The common practice of having two trainees teamed together instead 
of one experiencec and one train&* teemed together during-the i980 
Training Program.  

* The lack a: formai traininQ in procedures prior to 1980.  

*The l1acx ofi orma.Liy Lssueo ano controliec proceoures to describe
tne- activities of Materials Controai Clarks.  

* The current lacx of acherence to the establashec training program 
requirement&.  

* The .lack of material separation (safety and non-safety) prior to 
1977-1979 timeirame.  

*The uncontrolleo storage of material in the *'DC Construction" &no 
"Engineering Cable" areas.  

* The miasdentificetion o: items in stock.  

" The lack of identification of items in stock.  

* The miajocation of items of stock.  

PREPARED BY:- --------------
to,. DATE 

REVIEWED aY:__,



QUALITY 
TECHNOLOGY 
~.COMPANY

P.O. BOX 600 
Sweetwater. TN 

37874

ERT INVESTIGATION REPORT PAGE I OF 15

CONCERN NO: IN-86-022-002, IN-86-022-X03 

CONCERN: Unskilled craft personnel (Subjourneymen) were utilized for 
the purpose of performing independent verifications during WBNP-Unit-I 
temporary alteration activities.  

See "Details" below.  

INVESTIGATION 

PERFORMED BY: K. M. Vadlamani 

DETAILS 

Concern IN-86-022-02

Unskilled people (Subjourneymen) working on 
other items. Subjourneymen has signed-off as

maintenance equipment and 
a cr-f inspector.

Concern lN-86-022-X03 

Subjourneymen (Craft 
Falsification of documen.

known) signed-off as a

Note: ERT file review indicated that thi:,. concern 
WB-NucPwr Group and not WBN Construction Groul..

craft inspector.  

originated from

PERSONNEL CONTACTED: CNIETACONFIDENTIAL



TVA " £054451 (0.P-^441) 

CL41TED STATES GOVEP.N3IENT 

Memorandum

TO: 

Fc: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

W. T. Cottle. Site Director. Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 

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

VF Q 1.; a 
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION REPORT TRANSMITTAL 

Transmitted herein is ISRS Report No. 1-85-659-WIN 

Subject SELF-DRILLING EXPANSION ANCHORS OVERTOROUED 

Concern No. 19-86-115-001 

and associated recommendations for your action/disposition.  

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

recosmeendations by March 5. 1986. Should you have any questions, please 

contact J. H Kincaidj at telephone 2204.  

Recommend Reportability Determination: Yes x No -

JUL: GON 
Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

H. L. Abercrombie. SQU 
W. Bibb, SF3 
James P. Darling, BLN 
R. P. Denise, LP6N40A-C

Director, NSRS/Designee 

D. R. Nichols, ElOA14 C-K 
QTC/ERT, Watts Bar Nuclear Plant 
E. K. Sliger, LP6NASA-C

--Copy and Return-

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

I hereby acknowledge receipt of NSRS Report No. -1-85-659-WBN 
Subject SELF-DRILLING-EXPANSION ANCHORS OVERTOROVED for 
action/disposition.

Signature

To: 
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F. 0CP-4.i.:-'T. Se'.isicn 6. "Suoo ort Shock Sucrassors"

G. TVA Oual:tv Assurance Toojoal Recort (TVA-TP-'5-lA. Revi~sion 8) 

H. CC CAF'-1tr. Fe.inF'. "Nonc~niormina Materials. Part3. or 
Commonents" 

1. NC.M Socticn l('.=. --evision =1. "4jcnczn-iormino Items and ActCivities" 

J. Results oi and Resoonses to Mini-Internal INPO Review related to 
snubber s 

II.SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. At: Wrrj. srnutbbrs are raeal.ed. insoacted. and stnrec in warehouses 
and 23 in -.ar1 I. The-. are released irom the warehouse by 
comoleticon oi a Fcrm TV'A E-uý C571) b-. the craft foreman. T he S'71 i s 

.e:eedand .,*rii:ed t-.- Hanoer Enoineerino Unit B. Warehouse 
personnal recorz: the snutter serial numbers on the +7 or all 
released snut=ers. The snubbers are then transferred to the 
Borz-:n-F attar son shec where the.o are ;act until the craft is readv 
to install them. Once irnsta~l d. :nszoected. and acceoted.  
At- :Iiment A to C2CF-4.~-!7 is ro-utec thrcucm Hanc~r Encineerina Ui-,it 
8 -izr data entry. in a trackino orooram.  

S. There are no CC:s Coscrit:nq the handlina and installation 
orocadures ta be fol owewd t'. the craft. Their onlv. rnstruct-,ons are 
provided thrcuch a formal training orocram and quidanco given bv 
their razzocttve focreman. The forizal trainino Zroaram. however, has 
only, boen in e::istanca s.r1ca *nid-19SE.  

Thrzuch formal interviews with craft morsonnel. it was determined 
that the tralhn~rn oroaram has been succasaful in educatino the craft 
in, t%- corcer Mandlincq oracedures to be followed durinq 
inst..Iation. Discussions with trainino instructors revealed th.at 
the trairnina modules are normallv develcooed from the imolementing 
QC's. In the case of shutters. the instructors muIst 1-01'. on Hanger 
Ertaineerino and craft management for ouxdance in develocino the 
modf!! as.  

D. Cr. Jo'embor :. TLM2. 499 snuboers were returned to Bergen-Patterson 
for reaca-. These had been accumulated zince the becinning of olant 
construct ion. The large number cf damaced Snutters Was attribulted 
to (I) damaoed at receiot: (:) being stecoed on (used as ladders); 
(Z) inaooroonxate storage after issuance from warehOUT-4 (e::ooSed to 
weather): and. (4) oicked uo and thrown in trash b.v cleanuo crsws.  
However. few soecific records exist as to hew each was damaged 
because tJC~s were not initiatecl for most items. If a snubber is 
found damaged on recexot or is found damaged after it has been 
acceoted in its installed condition by 0C. then an NCR is 
initiated. If damaged betwsten issuance from the warehouse and 
installation. no NCR is generated. When auestioned as to this 
practice on when to in~ttata ian NCR. COIJST manaqeaent resoonded that 
if a comoonent has not been installed. thin the nonconiorming 
condition is not a sa.:etv oroblem. on~ly. an economic one bec&Luse 
final inscoction orocedures will orevert acceotance of damaged 
comoonents.




