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Tspection Summary

Inspection Conducted June Jb an 17, 14988 (Report 50-602/88-03)
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1.

Persons Contacted

*J. W. Green, Construction Inspector, NETL

B. Webb, Seninr Proiect Manager, Conctruction incorporated of Texas (()7)
*T. L. Bauer, Assistant Director, NETL

J. Mcfarlard, Project Superin tendent,. (17, Construction
*C. Estes, Engineer, Wilson Stoeltie Martin, Inc.

*M. Crane, Engineer, GA Technolocies

*Denotes individuals contacted for exit interview.

Observatior of Nuclear Fnaineering Teaching Laboratory (NCTL) ilnder
Construction

The purpose of this inc<pection was to observe construction practices and
I f J

placement of concrete for the first 1itt of the shield well of the TRIGA

Mirk 11 reactor. The first it t was to he & feet with g construction

ioint.

8. Specification Review

hoc

The NRC inspector reviewed the "Specif ication for NLIL Balcones
Presearch Center," Project No. 102-566, dated September 15, 1986,

This specification was developed for the total construction of the
NETI.  The NRC inspector reviewed Section 13100 of the specif ication,
which contained the concrete and reactor tank criteria,

Peview of the specification indicated thst the criteria used were

referenced from the cstandard AL concrete codes such as ACT 31t

"Buil ding Code PRequirements for Reinferced Concrete,' and AC] 307,

“Specif icatien for Structural Concrete for Buildince." Although this ’
specification was net in detail in all respects, it did reference the

codes which were used in the work performed. The specification was

determined to he adequate.

b, Ohservations

¢ Tank

The NRC inspector and the CIT senior proiect manaeaer entered the
reactor tank te ohserve it sufficient bracing and support was
installed inside the tank to preclude any deformatior when
concrete is placed around the cuter perimeter. Observations
indicated that adequate suppert bracing was insta led,




The KFC inspector also examined the outer protective costing on
the tank and the orientation and layout of the beamports. The
protective ccating appesred te be of the type specitied, and the
heamports were properly oriented and adeauately supported.

Placement

The NEC inspector eremined the general configuration and
stabality of the form work for the placement. Examinetion of
the reinforcing steel indicated that the installstior, size, and
cpacing was 1n accordance with the detail drawinus., There was
one lacation where the reinforcenent did not meet the minimum
Ti-¢pacing criteria; however, the constructor corrected the

st uation. The NEC dinspector considered this to he an isolated
cese, Observation of the cverall cleanliness indicated that
nore work was needed.  The (1T constructor informed the KNBC
inspector that fingl «leaning had not taken place. The
constructor stated that final cleaning would be done with a high
pressure water nczzle several hours prior to placement. The NRC
inspector then questioned the presence of what appeared to be
coal-tar residue on the iloor which wes left after the
applicetion to the reactor tank, The C1T construction
superintendent told the MPC inspector that he had informed (A
Technology of this issue olso.  The GA Technology engineering
representative at the site informed the NRC inspector that small
ancunts of residue would not affect the placement. He 3lso
stated that he would eramine the placement after final cleaning
and make a judgement as te whether or not the cleanliness was
acdequate, 1 nrot, then the surface would be chipped or ground
clean, The WO inspector informed the licerisee that if large
amounts of coal-tar residue were lett in place following the
final dpspection, then documernted changes to the specification
or e field change reqguest Justif yina and approving the condition
would he riecessary,

Lotelephone conversation with Mr, Tom Rauer, NETL, on June 20,
Tess, at approximately 12:1% pom. confirmed that after final
cleaning the coal-ter residue was removed., Final clearing was
et ohserved by the RRC dnspector.  The placement of 100 yd” was
mede betweer 10100 a.m, oand 5000 a.m. on June 16, 1980,
Discussions by telephone with Mr, !, Green, KETL construction
inspector, or Jure J0, 1967, indicatec that concerns raised by

the NEC inspector were corrected and were verified hoe Mr, Greern,
Ne viciations oy deviatinns were identified,
it Interview

The NRO anspector diccussed the rewults of the dnspection with those

incdividuals noted an pervagraph 1 oo June 17, 1960,




