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Areas Investi ated: Special, unannounced investigation into allegations
concerning improper welding techniques and security procedures at the
D. C. Cook, Unit 1, containment area; interviews of licensee and con-
tractor personnel. The investigation involved 30 investigative-hours
onsite by three NRC personnel.

Results: No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified
during the course of this investigation.



REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

On December 17, 1979, Individual "A" telephoned the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Region III office (RIII). Individual "A" stated he had been
a welder employed by Power Systems, Incorporated (PSI) at the D. C. Cook
Nuclear Power Plant. He stated that on December 14, 1979, he was welding
brackets in the lower level of Unit 1 containment. The welding specifica-
tions called for 3/16" welds, but he was told by a welding inspector to
weld "whatever you can get." Also, Individual "A" stated he experienced
difficulties in processing through security devices on the Unit l.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

Individual "A", former PSI welder, advised RIII personnel, of two al-
legations concerning the D. C. Cook Nuclear Plant Unit 1. One allega-
tion concerned the quality of welding done to pipe support brackets in
the lower volume annulus, including arc strikes. The second allegation
pertained to security procedures for entrance into the Unit 1 lower
volume annulus airlock. Investigation by RIII personnel did not substan-
tiate either allegation, and the investigation did not disclose any items
of non-compliance with NRC requirements.
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DETAILS

1. Personnel Contacted

Illinois and Michi an Power Com an (IBM

"'D. V. Shaller, Plant Manager
*B. Svensson, Assistant Plant Manager
-"E. Townley, Assistant Plant Manager
<:J. Gore, Construction Manager

L. Matthias, Administrative Supervisor
-F. Arsenault, Security Supervisor
J. Stietzel, (}uality Assurance Supervisor
R. E. Cook, Mechanical Inspector
E. C. Lanham, Radiation Protection Technician

(:"Denotes attendance at exit meeting)

Power S stems Incor orated (PSI)

H. G. Marceau, General Foreman
R. A. White, Foreman
M. D. Mills, Pipefitter
R. K. Hoskins, Welder

2. ~Sco e

This investigation was conducted to review the allegations of Indivi-
dual "A" concerning improper welding procedures and security practices
in the containment area of D. C. Cook Unit l.

3. Recei t of Alle ations

On December 17 and 18, 1979, Individual "A" provided the following
information to RIII personnel.

He was employed as a welder by Power Systems Incorporated (PSI) from
December 7, 1979, until his termination on December 15, 1979, for
"refusing to work."

On the afternoon of December 14, 1979, he was welding brackets to
provide additional support for pipes in the lower level of the D. C.
Cook Unit 1 Containment Building. The specifications for this pro-
ject called for a steel plate to be welded to existing cross-members,
using 3/16" welds. He stated he was told by a welding inspector to
weld, "whatever you can get." The welding was in an overhead position,
and the welds were "gobbed-in." Individual "A" did not know the name
of the welding inspector, nor could he identify the system(s) involved.



Individual "A " stated he had to crawl around many stainless steel
pipes to get to the welding locations, and in doing so he had to
pull his equipment across stainless steel piping. He caused numer-
ous arc strikes to the stainless pipes while working near and cross-
ing those lines.

After completing the welding assignment, he left the containment
building. Later, he was told by his foreman, Ray White, to reenter
the containment building to gather up his tools. He resuited
(donned anti-contamination clothing) to enter the containment, and
then went to the airlock. At the airlock he encountered difficulties
in opening the airlock door with its "ACAD Card" (Automatic Control
Access Device Card). A security gu'ard stopped at the airlock. The
guard attempted to open the airlock using his (the guard's) ACAD card,
and the ACAD would not open. The security guard placed a telephone
call (Individual "A" did not know to whom the call was placed). After
completing the telephone call, the guard inserted his (the guard's)
card into the ACAD and it opened. Once inside the airlock, Individual
"A" telephoned the Unit 1 Control Room to tell the Control Room who
had entered the containment structure. He placed three or four tele-
phone calls to the Control Room, but none of. his calls were answered.
He decided to go ahead and enter the containment. He retrieved the
tools and left..

Interview of I&1 Mechanical Ins ector

On January 10, 1980, Ronald E. Cook, IBM Mechanical Inspector, was
interviewed and provided the following information.

On December 14, 1979, PSI was in the process of strengthening the
pipe support hangers of the Component Cooling System and the Safety
Injection System in the lower volume annulus of Unit 1 containment.
This work was being done per NRC Bulletin 79-14, Seismic Analyses
for As Built Safety Related Piping Systems. The work consisted of
welding a steel flange to the "gang-hangers" in the Unit 1 lower
annulus. Two holes were cut through the flange, and a "U" bolt was
used to connect the pipe being reinforced, to the flange. The job
specifications called for a 3/16" weld between the flange and the
gang-hanger. The welds were considered to be "Class 1, Level 2,"
as specified by the American Welding Society (AWS) code. This class-
ification of weld did not require any nondestructive testing (i.e.
magnetic particle, radiography) other than visual inspection as would
be required in an AWS, Class 1, Level 5 weld.

The locations where the welds were to be made were heavily congested
with other lines nearby and near the ceiling. It was recognized that
the welders would not be able to make one, continuous weld, but would
have to work from above the flange and from both sides of the hanger.
Although exacting welding techniques were not absolutely necessary,



the practice of "gobbing-on" was not acceptable. Had any welds been
"gobbed-on", the welds would have had to be dressed with a hand
grinder, and visual inspection had indicated that no welds required
dressing.

On December 14, 1979, he observed Individual "A" working on the above
welds. Some of Individual "A"'s welds exceeded the 3/16" specifica-
tion, due to the tightness of the location. However, under the
circumstances of the closeness of the work area, Individual "A" did
acceptable quality welding work,. and Cook did not see any welds that
had been "gobbed on." He did not observe any arc strikes in Individual
"A"'s work area. He also did not observe Individual "A" having any
difficulties passing through the ACAD for the Unit 1 containment
airlock.

5. Interviews of Power S stems Incor orated (PSI) Em lo ees

A. On January 9, 1980, Marvin D. Mills, Pipefitter, was interviewed,
and provided the following information.

On December 14, 1979, he and Individual "A" were assigned a
welding job in the lower annulus of Unit 1 containment, by their
foreman, Ray White. The job consisted of welding additional
supports to pipe hangers. White gave Individual "A" copies of
the blueprints for the welding job. Mills did not overhear any
verbal instructions White may have given to Individual "A", or
did Mills hear anyone tel'l Individual "A", to "get whatever you
can."

Mills did not know the identity of the system(s) on which he and
Individual "A" had worked. The support brackets they attached
were near the ceiling and in rather tight spaces. He saw only
one arc strike during the course of the job. The arc strike was
caused when Individual "A" had to bring his welding leads across
a two inch diameter, stainless steel line in order to get into
the working space. Mills cleaned the one arc strike. Mills
could not recall if Individual "A" had to stand on any instrument
tubing or stainless steel pipes to get closer to his work.

Additionally, Mills stated he was not with Individual "A" during
the evening of December 14, when Individual "A" encountered dif-
ficulties re-entering the Unit 1 containment airlock.

B. On January 9, 1980, Raymond A. White, PSI foreman, was inter-
viewed and provided the following information.

On December 14, 1979, he assigned Individual "A" and Mills to
a welding job in the lower annulus of Unit 1 containment. The
job called for the welding of a flange to existing pipe-hangers
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and bolting a "U" bolt to the flange to support a carbon steel
pipe. He gave Individual "A" the blueprint "package", giving
the description (i.e. location, welding size and welding method)
of the work. He did not give Individual "A" any verbal instruc-
tions concerning the work, as Individual "A" was a journeyman
welder and did not have to be told how to weld. He did tell
Individual "A" that a two hour time limit (later raised to four
hours) was imposed on that job. White felt it was unnecessary
to explain to Individual "A" the necessity for quality work,
as Individual "A" was a journeyman welder and would know the
need for quality. He took Individual "A" and Mills to the job
site. The work to be done was near the ceiling and in a tight
area. He observed Individual "A"'s work. He did not see any
arc strikes, or Individual "A" stepping on instrument lines or
stainless steel pipes. He did not consider any of Individual
"A"'s work to be "gobbed-on", even though he could see the
possibilities for poor workmanship due to the tightness of the
work area. White did not see Individual "A" cause any arc
strikes.

After the work was done, Individual "A" and Mills left their
tools inside the containment structure, and left containment.
Ron Cook, the IBM inspector paged White. Cook told White the
tools were still inside and had to be retrieved. White told
Individual "A" and Ron Hoskins to re-enter, the containment and
retrieve the tools. Hoskins and Individual "A" suited up to
re-enter the containment. Both Hoskins and Individual "A"
reported to the airlock, but Individual "A" had to be sent back
to the dressing area to get a pair of "Duck Feet" (boot cover-
ings). While Individual "A" was returning to the dressing area,
White telephoned the operations room to report that two of his
workers would be re-entering containment and to have the Shift
Operating Engineer (SOE) bring the key to the security gate at
the airlock. A security guard was already at the security gate
when the SOE arrived with the key. White advised the SOE that
Hoskins was ready to enter, but Individual "A" was delayed.
The SOE stated he could not stay, and the security guard volun-
teered to hold open the security gate until Individual "A" was
ready to enter. White then left the site for the day, and did
not see Individual "A" enter containment.

On January 9, 1980, Rondell K. Hoskins, Welder, was interviewed.
Hoskins advised he and Individual "A" had been assigned, by
White, to re-enter the Unit 1 containment to retrieve tools.
However, he never entered, but stayed outside to act as a tool
runner. He did not see if Individual "A" had any difficulties
with the ACAD.





Interview of I&M Radiation Protection Technician

On January 10, 1980, Edward C. Lanham, IQ1 Junior Radiation Techni-
cian was interviewed and provided the following information.

On December 14, 1979, he had been assigned the task of providing
radiation protection coverage for Individual "A" and Mills, while
they were working on pipe hangers in the lower annulus of the Unit
1 containment. He did not overhear any verbal instructions given
to Individual "A". Lanham did not see any arc strikes. Individual
"A" left the containment structure before Lanham, and Lanham did not
know Individual "A" had re-entered to retrieve tools. Had he known
Individual "A", or anyone else, was planning to reenter the contain-
ment structure, he (Lanham) would have been available to provide
radiation protection coverage for those entering.

Interview of IBM Securit Su ervisor

On January 9, 1980, Frank A. Arsenault, IBM Security Division Chief,
was interviewed and provided the following information.

A review of the ACAD movements for Individual "A" on December 14,
disclosed Individual "A" experienced difficulties with the ACAD

throughout the day. Starting at 5:57 a.m. with his arrival at the
plant, it took Individual "A" five tries to process through the entry
turnstyle. Later, at the entrance to the Unit 1 airlocks, it took
Individual "A" nine tries to process through the ACAD at that location.

Arsenault opined Individual "A"'s difficulties with the ACAD system
were caused by his lack of understanding of how the system operated.
As examples, Individual "A" may have moved his ACAD card in-and-out
of the ACAD reader in short succession. Arsenault termed this "double
clutching." As to the problems Individual "A" encountered at the
ACAD at the Unit 1 containment, Arsenault felt Individual "A" had
not entered his personal, four digit code in the correct sequence.
Additionally, Arsenault advised the ACAD system was operational
throughout the day of December 14, and felt the ACAD operational
systems did not contribute to Individual "A"'s difficulties in oper-
ating the ACAD.

Discussion with D. C. Cook Mana ement

On January 10, 1980, the allegations and the results of this investi-
gation were discussed with Mr. D. V. Shaller, D. C. Cook Plant
Manager, and the members of his staff identified in paragraph one of
this report.


