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1.0

Summary of Allegation

The Office of the Attorney Ceneral, State of Illinois, has
brought forward information alleging, "...that, during the
construction of LaSalle County, Units 1 and 2, certain
practices related to the drilling of holes in the concrete
walls, floors and ceilings of the Units 1 and 2 buildings
have created a potentially hazardous condition which, upon
the operation of either unit at full power, may be
injurious to the public health and safety." The subject
petition contends that, as a matter of course, an unknown
number of drilled holes, ranging in the order of thousands,
were likely to have been cut through the reinforcing

steel. The petit%on, which is based on the affidavit of
indicates that records of these situations
were made at the time the slleged practices occurred; and
that the practice oi drilling through reinforcing steel was
discontinued or subjected to the case-by-case approval of
an engineer some time in late 1979, early 1980. The
petition also states that the State of Illinois has no
information which suggests that any engineering approval
was ever obtained from Commonwealth Edison Company's
engineering consultant prior to 1980. A second affidavit
by Mr. Dale Bridenbaugh states that, if the reinforcing

steel was damaged or severed without
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appropriate structural analysis, and if the drilling

practice was wide-spread, "...it seems nearly certain that

some safety related structures...would have been affected.”
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Response to Allegation

Introduction

'COmmonwealth Edison Company, throughout the course of the

LaSalle County, Units 1 and 2 construction, has contrellec

the drilling through concrete for either cored holes or the
installation of concrete expansion anchors via appropriate
quality control procedures and has documented and assessed
reinforcing steel reported as having been contacted (hit or

cut) during tnis operation.

A distinction is made between a cored hole and a hole
drilled in the concrete for the installation of a concrete
expansion anchor. A cored hole is one in which (a) the
heole passes completely through the concrete element to
allow for the passage of 2 mechanical or electrical
component, such as @& pipe or electrical conduit, or (b) the
hole penetrates only partially into the concrete element,
- and in which an anchor bolt is set and grouted. A cored
hole is typically 3" in diamgter or larger. Holes drilled
for the installation of concréte expansion anchors, on the
other hand, vary from 1/4" in diameter to 1" in diameter,
with the corresponding hole depth varying from 1-1/7/4" to
g". Holes drilled for concrete expansion anchors do not

@ pass completely through the concrete element.
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Disposition of Cored Holes

Cored Holes Passing thru Concrete Elements

The need for cored holes is cdetermined in either the
initial design phase during the routing of mechanical and
electrical components, or by the contractor in the case of
field routed electrical and mechanical components. In the
first situation, the cored holes are located on the
structural design drawings, and a conservative structural
assessment is made by Sargent & Lundy for Commonwealth
Edison Company of the effects of the removal or damage to
reinforcing steel due to the installation of the cored
hole. This assessment is made prior to the release of the
drawings and the coring of the hole. In the second
situation, the contractor is required to submit a Field
Change Request (FDR), requesting permission to install a
cored hole for field routed components prior to the coring
operation. Commonwealth Edison Company, on the
recommencation of Sargent & Lundy, approves this request
only after a structural assessment has been made of the
effects of reinforcing steel which may be removed or
damaged during this operati- These cored holes are
subsequently indicated on the structrual design drawings.
It should be emphasized that, in both these situations,
engineering approval is obtained prior to cutting the
reinforcing steel. Where the engineering assessment has

determined that it is not permissible to cut or damage
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reinforcing steel during installation of cored holes, this
requirement has been specified on the appropriate
structural design drawing. The following are some examples

of this situation:

A. General Note No. 44 on Drawing No. S-199 states that,
"For cored holes marked E, less than 8" diameter, use
metal detector to locate existing reinforcing prior to
core drilling. In case of interferrence with rebar,
holes may be cored in alternate location within +3"

radius from location shown on drawing.”

B. Drawing No. S-213, concerning the Reactor Building
floor framing plan at Elevation 761'-0", Note 11
requires the use of metal detectors to avoid cutting of

reinforcing steel in this ares.

Cored Hecles for Crouted Anchor Bolts

Cored Holes for grouted anchor bolts are indicated on
either the mechanical or structural design drawings.
Grouted anchor bolts are utilized primarily to anchor
equipment foundations or pipe support baseplates to
concrete elements. These cored holes are, likewise,
reviewed by the consulting engineer. This review consists

of an assessment of the effects of the reinforcing steel

. ——
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likely to be damaged due to the installation of the corecd

hole.

The installation of cored holes for the support of pipe
support baseplate assemblies essentially commenced during
the summer of 1980. Mechanical Drawing No. M-1100, Sheet
23, issued in January, 1980, controls the coring of holes
for these baseplate assemblies, and requires that the
concrete be carefully notched to expose the reinforcing
steel in both directions prior to coring the hole, to avoid

damage to the reinforcing steel.

The location of the cored holes for the installation of
grouted equipment anchor bolts are plotted and located on a
separate set of structural design drawings for the purpose
of assessing the effects of reinforcing steel likely to be
damaged in the coring operatinn. The structural assessment
has determined that the structural integrity of the
concrete elements has not been impaired by the coring
operation for grouted anchor bolts for mechanical equipment

foundations.
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Disposition of Drilled oles for Concrete Expansion Anchecrs

The drilling of holes for concrete expansion anchors is
controlled by Form LS-CEA. This form was initially issued
in September, 1976, and contained the following strict

provisions for the protection of the reinforcing steel:

A. During the installation of concrete expansion anchors,
drilling through concrete reinforcement will not be
permitted. For nuclear safety related work, contractor
shall use a deep magnetic detector to locate the

reinforcement in concrete.

8. For all anchors in a connection, drill holes into the
concrete with carbide tipped solid masonry bits.
(Carbide tipped solid masonry bits are not capable of
drilling through reinforcing steel. These bits can
produce only a shallow, 1/16" deep, smooth and well

rounded depression in the reinforcing steel).

C. Concrete expansion anchors shall not be used for any

4 other work without prior approval of the Consulting
Engineers.
\;} Form LS-CER, Revision 1, was issued on December 7, 1976.

This revision relaxed the requirements for the use of the
metal detector in non-critical areas, based upon a

structural assessment performed by Sargent & Lundy for
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Commonwealth Edison Company. Specific guidelines were
given, defining these areas, and regquired that the
(j§ consulting engineers be notified of all cases in which a
reinforcing bar was cut or nicked where a metal detector
i was required to be used. Sargent & Lundy has reviewed for
L Commonwealth Edison Company the damaged reinforcing steel
reports submitted by the contractors in accordance with
this requirement, and has determined that the structural

integrity of the nuclear safety related structures has not

been impaired.

Revision 2 to Form LS-CER was 1ssued on November 29, 1978,
However, it did not alter the reinforcing steel control

provisions of Revision 1.

Revision 3 to Form LS-CEA was issued on July 20, 1979%.

This revision incorporated a standard form for reporting

cut or nicked reinforcing steel during the installation of
concrete expansion anchors. -In addition, tne contractor

was also required to document the location of nicked

reinforcing steel in those non-critical areas in which a -
metal detector was not required. The contractor was also
permitted to cut one reinforcing bar in these non-critical

areas, the extent of such area being defined ty the spacing

O

of the reinforcing steel. Additional requirements were

also given to the contractor to permit him flexibility
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in relocating concrete expansion holes when reinforcing

steel was encountered.

Revision 4 to Form LS-CEA was issuved on Septemper 7, 1579.

This revision differentiated. The documentation of the

installation and inspection requirements by the following

categories:

(a) Safety related work in safety related areas (complete
documentation of installation & testing was required)

(b) Non-safety related work in safety related areas
(documentation of inspection was waived).

(c) Non-safety related work in non-safety related areas
(most documentation waived, cutting of rebar not

permitted.)

Revisions 5, 6, and 7 to Form LS-CEAR were issued on
December 10, 1979, February 13, 1580, and October 27,
respectively. However, these revisions did not alter the

reinforcing steel control provisions of Revision 4.

During the period 1978 through 1981, Commonwealth Edison
Company conducted extensive investigations to determine the
effect on reinforcing steel which is nicked during the
installation of concrete expansion anchors. These
investigations conclusively démonstrate that reinforcing
steel, nicked by a carbide tipped drill bit during the

installation of concrete expansion anchors, does not impair
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the structural integrity of reinforced concrete elements.
This conclusion was basecC upon both laboratory testing anc
analytical assessment. Form LS-CEA, Revision 8, was
subsequently issued on May 13, 1981, deleting the

requirements for reporting of nicked reinforcing steel.

}
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Conclusion

In summary, the drilling operations performed at LaSezlle
County, Units 1 and 2, has not degraded the safety margins
of safety related structures, and has not violated the
quality requirements imposed by the U.S. Code of Federal
Regulation, 10CFR, Part 50, Appendix A, General Design
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, and Appendix B, Quality
Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel
Reprocessing Plants. Commonwealth Edison Company has
implemented appropriate procedures to control reinforcing
steel damage and exercised sound engineering judgement and
due precaution with regard to the drilling of concrete for
cored holes and holes for the installation of concrete

expansion anchors.



- March 30, 1982

OFF-CGAS BUILDING ROOF REPORT v

PURPOSE

The purpose of the report is to present information
regarding the second allegation (Page 6, Request to Institute a Show
Cause Proceeding and for other Relief - Tyrone Fahner, Attorney
General of the State of 111inois) on the Off-Cas Building roof.

BACKGROUND

The concrete enclosure asbove grade as part of the Off-Cas
Building is a non-safety related structure which houses O0ff-Gas
Building HVAC Air Handling Units, HVAC Water Cooled Condensing
Units, HVAC Exhaust Filter Units, HVAC Control Panels and associated
motor control centers and switchgear. The specification concrete
compressive strength is 4000 psi at 90 days. Wwhile detailed quality
assurance requirements were not required due to the building being
non-safety related, they were applied as part of the overall
Commonwealth Edison/Walsh Construction Company quality effort.

FINDINGS

The Off-Cas Building enclosure concrete (walls and roof)
was poured on November 7, 1975. Walsh Construction Company (WCC)
G.C. Form QCP-SA (Pour Checkout Card) was signed by the appropriste
construction and Q.C. personnel &nd countersigned by a Commonwealth
Edison Company Field Engineer. Additionally, WCC Q.C. Forms
QcP-6A(Reinforcing Steel Placement Audit) and QCP-9B(Concrete
Placement Control Audit Form) were utilized and signed by WCC Q.C.
personnel. Concrete testing during the pour by A&H Engineering
Corporation showed the concrete was within specification
requirements for slump, air content and placing temperature. The
concrete met compressive strength requirements, the lowest cylinder
break was 4670 psi at 90 days. -

On September 25, 1979, Commonwealth Edison Company Quality
Assurance pointed out some surface cracking in the bottom of the
Off«Ces Building roof. The area had a high density of concrete
expansion anchors. An inspection performed by WCC Q. A. Supervisor,
WCC GCeneral Superintendant and CECo. Structural Engineer found the
crarking to be surface in nature and no futher action was required.

A temporary construction power center transformer and
switchgear were set on the roof in 1976. The unit weighed
approximately 6700 pounds. The unit was set over a concrete beam in
the longitudual direction and one end rested on the east concrete
wall. A check was made to insure the roof would take the unit
loading prior to installation. The unit was removed in late 1981 as

it was no longer required.



The slab thickness has been checked on two different
occasions. On March 10, 1982 a single point check showed the slab
as 1' - 2 1/4" thick including roofing material. Roofing material
is approximately 1-3/4" - 2" thick. Additional slab thickness
checks were made on March 29, 1982. Fifteen (15) points checks
showed the slab plus roofing material varied from 1' - 1-5/8" to 1
- 3.3/4", A check made effectively eliminating the roofing material
showed the slab thickness varied from 11-1/4" to 1'- 1-1/4".

A visual survey of the roof underside was made by WCC Q.A.
and CECo. on March 27, 1982. The survey showed no abnormal concrete
cracking. The area under the former electrical equipment showed no
abnormal concrete cracking.

SUMMARY
The Off-Cas Building roof concrete is 12 inches thick per
specifications. There is no abnormal concrete cracking due to

concrete expansion anchors and/or the electrical equipment formerly
placed there. /he roof will serve its' intended function.

3759N
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TYPES OF CORED HOLES

A. Holes passing through concrete element to allow for passage
of an electrical or mechanical compcnent.

—~<,—Pipe or Conduit, etc.

.. il

At
a
apeeg—

N _p= 2" to 16"

B. Holes partially penetrating a concrete element for a grouted

anchor bolt.
Grout-\\LE‘——-Anchor Bnlt
L. '..-." s ) *

L . DRILLED HOLES FOR CONCRETE EYPANSION ANCHORS

Concrete Expansion Anchor

D =1/4" to 1" K2

. —
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SuimaRY OF EncIneerING Peview of Corep HOLES

THE LOCATION OF ALL CORED HOLES PASSING THRU CONCRETE
ELEMENTS FOR OFFICE ROUTED COMPONENTS ARE LOCATED ON
STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS. PRIOR TO THE RELEASE OF THE DRAWINGS,
AN ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT IS MADE OF THE EFFECTS OF THE
REINFORCING STEEL LIKELY TO BE DAMAGED BY THE CORING
OPERATION, THIS ASSESSMENT HAS CONSISTED OF ENGINEERING
JUDGEMENT BASED UPON THE STRESS LEVELS IN THE CONCRETE
ELEMENTS IN RELATION TO THE LOCATION OF THE CORED HOEE.

CORED HOLES FOR FIELD ROUTED COMPOMNENTS ARE REQUESTED BY
THE CONTRACTOR VIA A F1eLp Cuance Pequest (FCR). AN
ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT, SIMILAR TO THAT PERFORMED FOR
OFFICE ROUTED COMPONENTS, 1S MADE PRIOR TO THE APPROVAL
of THE FCR, THE LOCATION OF THESE CORED HOLES ARE -
SUBSEQUENTLY INDICATED ON THE STRUCTURAL DESIGN DRAWINGS ,

SUBSEQUENT DETAILED CALCULATIONS RECENTLY PERFORMED FOR A
SAMPLE OF CORED HOLES HAVE SUBSTANTIATED THAT ENGINEERING

JUDGEMENT WAS APPROPRIATE.

CORED HOLES FOR EQUIPMENT FOUNDATION AND PIPE SUPPORT
BASEPLATE ASSEMBLIES ARE INDICATED ON THE MECHANICAL

DESIGN DRAWINGS.,

A, THE CORING OF HOLES FOR PIPE SUPPORT BASEPLATE
ASSEMBLIES, WHICH COMMENCED IN THE suMMer GF 1980,
WAS CONTROLLED By DRAWING Mo, M-1100, SHEeT 23, WHICH
REQUESTED THAT THE CONCRETE BE NOTCHED TO EXPOSE THE
REINFORCING STEEL TO AVOID REBAR DAMAGE. THIS
REQUIREMENT PRECLUDED ANY REBAR DAMAGE.
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B. CORED HOLES FOR EQUIPMENT FOUNDATION ANCHOR BOLTS ARE
PLOTTED ON THE RHS DRAWINGS., AN ASSESSMENT BASED UPON
ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT HAS BEEN MADE ON THE ASSUMPTICN
OF THE REINFORCING STEEL LIKELY TO BE DAMAGED BY THE
O CORING OPERATION IN RELATION TO THE EXISTING STRESS
LEVELS IN THE CONCRETE ELEMENTS.
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| SuMMARY OF ENGINEERING REVIEW OF '
Dr1LLED PoLeEs FOR CONCRETE EXPANS1ON ANCHORS

1 ENGINEERING CONTROL ON REINFORCING STEEL DAMAGEC DURING
CONCRETE EXPANSION ANCHOR INSTALLATION IS INITIALLY
EXERCISED VIA ForM LS- CEA, WHICH:

A, DEFINES AREAS IN WHICH A METAL DETECTOR MUST BE USED
TO AVOID REINrORCING STEEL DAMAGE, AND REQUIRES THE
conraAcron TO OBTAIN ENGINEERING APPROVAL PRIOR TO
CUTTING A BAR AND T0 SUBSEQUENTLY REPORT THIS

OCCURRENCE.,

B. PROHIBITS THE USE OF CONCR:TE EXPANSION ANCHORS
WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL FROM THE CONSULTING ENGINEER.

C. DEFINES AREAS IN WHICH CONCRETE EXPANSION ANCHORS
MAY NOT BE INSTALLED WITHOUT THE SPECIFIC APPROVAL
OF THE CONSULTING ENGINEER,

I1  InrTiAL ENGINEERING REVIEW AND DISPOSITION oF DAMAGED
REINFORCING STEEL REPORTS SUBMITTED BY THE CONTRACTOR

A. INDIVIDUAL DAMAGED REBAR REFORTS WHICH ARE SUBMITTED
ARE REVIEWED BY THE CONSULTING ENGINEER TO DETERMINE
THE IMMEDIATE, LOCAL IMPACT OF THE DAMAGED BAR, THIs
REVIEW, IN MOST lNSTANCES, CONSISTS OF ENGINEERING
JUDGEMENT BASED UPON THE EXXSTING STRESS LEVELS IN
THE CONCRETE ELEMENT.,

B. THE REBAR DAMAGE REPORTS ARE SUBSEQUENTLY LOGGED IN,
INDEXED AND PLOTTED ON A SEPARATE SET OF STRUCTURAL
1 prRAWINGS (RHS DRAWINGS).
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111 FinaL ENGINEERING REVIEW AND DispOSITION OF DAMAGED
. : REINFORCING STEEL

A. THE ASSESSMENT OF THE OVERALL Errsc%s_or_jﬁt ACCUMULATi 0
O OF DAMAGED REINFORCING STEEL OCCURS DURING THE FINAL
LOAD CHECK, JUST PRIOR TO INITIAL FUEL LOAD,

B, THis REVIEW HAS CONSISTED, OF ENGINEER!NG JUDGEMENT
BASED UPON THE FINAL STRESS LEVELS IN THE CONCRETE
ELEMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE LOCATION OF THE DAMAGED
REBAR. DETAILED CALCULATIONS WERE NOT WARRANTED DUE
TO THE RANDOM DISTRIBUTION OF THE DAMAGED REINFORCING
STEEL IN THE SAFETY RELATED AREAS , “CALCULATIONS
RECENTLY PERFORMED IN RESPONSE TO THE PETITION HAVE
SUBSTANTIATED THAT ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT WAS APPROPRIATE.
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Marqins in Sample Areas with Congested Rebar Hits for

LaSalle County, Unit 1
Table 3-i

Slab/Wall Wall Locati Somageq Moo of in Margl .
rea ab/Wa a ocation or amage - rgin rgin
Bullding (panet Size) E1Vation “oyiipanel No.  Rebar O Without With  Margin With Holes

Locations Holes Holes Holes Margin Without Holes 1
Reactor Wall Above Diagonal Wall at 1
1 (5-201)  19.67'x56'  673'-4* Col. C & 14 5 - 1.5 1.05 1.19 |
A - |
56" Slab between ‘
Reactor Slab '
i 4 '. y o - . . . :
2 (ea)  azshage 700" Gl JaH, M2 3 0 2.4 1.2 1.02 !;
Reactor Beam Beam at Line 14 i
3 (s-215)  awea.st 786" petueen Cot, DBE ! 0 35 3N 1.0 I
. ?222;8; ]é?:gg. - - 719 - 1 1.7 1.36 1.26 ::
Each Slab 720 5 0 1.88 1.50 1.25 ':
Reactor Wall Above Between 11 & 13 ' 's
5 (s-219)  14.7'x33'  B820'-6" & Col. J &G 12 1 206 127 1.70 3
Between :
Reactor Wall 673'-0" Col. Row J
6 (s-223)  21.2'xe7 L between 14 & 15 19 2 4.00  3.00 1.3

694'-6"




? 7~ Reactor ("\Hall 673'-0:

°($-237)  “44.17'x28" & Row 15 © o 2.85 2.53 D ERF
j 694'-6"
. . Between
eactor Wal 673'-4" At Line 8 - 9
8 (s-274) 19.07'x27 5 between Col. J4G  © LR E T 1.29
694'-6"
Auxiliary Wall Above At Line 11 ~ 3
9 (s-572)  18'x25'  731'-0" punning 9 1.3 L2 1.10

*A11 these bar damages are in top of slab scattered in the entire bay.

Table 3-1 (Continued)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COEMISSION

In the Nztter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COKEPANY Docket Nos. 50-373

LaSalle County Nuclear and

Generating Station, Cnit 1 50~-374

and Unit 2

Room P=-422,
7920 Norfolk Avenue,
Bethesda, Naryland.

Wednesday, March 31, 19%82.

The meeting in the adbove-entitled matter was

convened at 1:03 p.m., vhen vere present:

APPEARAKCES:
He
R.
A.
R.
A.
C.
Ce.
B.
Re

Denton
Purple
Bournia
Tedesco
Schwvencer
Norelius
Willianms
Shoemaker

HEoefling

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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/:) 1 APPEARLNCES (continued):s
‘~

2 P. T. ¥%uo
) 3 S. P. Chan
L 4 R. E. lipinski
< J. Bigley
6 B. Lee
7 L. Delgecrge
g K. ¥iller
e P. Steptoe
10 D. Shambdlin
1 T. Quaka
12 K. Kostal
13 V. Reklactis
(:} 14 C. Schroeder _
15 K. ¥orris
16 T. lLonglais
17 Je. Goodie
18 * % w
18
20
21
22
23
W 24
25

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 PROCEERIEGS
2 L (1303 p.a.)

3 ¥RB. DEKTON: Llet me thank you for attending

4 this n;etinq on such short notice and tell you vhat I

5 vould like to do. I wvaut to call your attention to the
6 fact that a transcript is being taken. We vill provide
7 a transcript to the various parties. The reason I am

8 taking a transcript is to facilitate our reviev of this
9 information. So ve vill assunme that vhatever ve hear
10 from the company today is valid information and ve can
11 use it in doing our review of tﬁis issue, unless you

12 choose to modify the information you present here

13 todaye.

14 I received a petition from the Attorney

15 General of the State of Illinois dated Mazch 24th,

16 requesting that ve initiate a shovw cause proceeding and
17 initiate other relief because of some circumstances

18 alleged at LaSalle. There are two types cf probless

19 that the petition is concerned vith. One is the boring
20 of holes through important valls in the building or

21 either partially the vay through, and the other is vith

regard to the adeguacy of the roof design on the off-gas

8

23 building.

24 We have made a cursory examination of vhat ve

knov about these issues and have talked to the Region

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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regarding their knowvledge of these issues. What I would
1ike tc do today is <o give the compary an opportunity
to explain its position on the matters of concern.

One reason for rot just noticing this for 30
days and going with our normal pace in these patters is
the pendancy of the completion of the plant and its
readiness for an Ol review. W¥e have been meeting wvith
the company quite extensively over the last few months
in anticipation that the plant would be finished in the
near future. I understand it may be finished in the
next week Or so.

So the kind of information that wve would be
interested ir hearing about today, if you have it
availadle, relate to the number of holes drilled, the
size of the holes including the depth of penetration,
your procedures for mapping the holes that get rebars,
tendons, liners, on the general layout dravings,
descride the condition of the dazage that you might have
expected to have occurred in each case; namely, vith a
rebar rut, partially cut, vas the concrete cracked.

We will also be interested in the load
conditions that exist in these wall panels'that are
affected by the holes. We wvould be interested in vhere
the rebar reinforcement is placed in these valls wvhere

the holes have been drilled. We vill also want to hear

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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adout the procedures and acceptance standards that you )

have issued %o the drilling crevs and the field

engineerings, including the dates for vwher these v
procedures ve:e'inplemented. And most importantly, I

vant to understand your methodology and technigues for
eveluating the safety sianiiicancc of any such

penetrations drilled through vallse.

Let's see, Bob, any other points I should
cover at the beginning here?

XR. PUBPLEs Well, ve would vant similar
i{nformation on the design questions relating to the roof
of the off-gas puilding. We are not involved with the
drilling of holes, but the guestions of the thickness in
its designe. .

¥R. DENTONs With that introductiorn then, let
se go around the rcos ani make sure ve all knowv vho is
attending here. I am Harold Denton from NER. Why don't
ve turn to the right?

¥S. GOODIE: I a= Judith Goodie, Rssistant
Attorney General of Illinoli.

¥NR. BOURNIA: Anthony Bournia, from KER.

WR. SCHWEECEE: Al Schvencer, from KER.

MR, NORELIUS: Chuck Korelius, Region 3.

MR. KNIGHT: Jim Knight, NER.

¥R. PURPLE: Bobd Purple, NRR.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2348
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1 MR. HOEFLING: Dick Hoefling, counsel for the

2 Staff.

3 MR. LEE: Byron lee, Commonwealth =Zdison.

4 ®¥R. DELGEORGEs Lou Delgeorge, Commonwvealth

§ Edison.

6 ¥R. LONGLAIS: Tonm longiais, Sargeant £ lundy.
7 MBE. STEPTOE: Philip Steptoe, Isham, Lincoln &
8 Beale.

8 ¥R. MILLER: Nike Eiller, Isham, lincoln &

10 Beale, for rorzonwealth Edison.

1 MR. BIGLEY: Jack Bigley, NRC staff.

12 ¥R. SHOEMAKER: Bob Shoemaker, IE.

13 ¥R. WILLIAMS: Cordell Willlazms, Region 3.
14 ¥R. XUO: Jim Xuo, NRE.

15 KR, CHAN: Sy Chan, NER.

16 MR. LIPINSKI: FRon Lipinski, KRE.

17 ¥R. SHAEBLIN: Dan Shamblin, Conmonvealth
18 Edisone.

19 ¥R. QUAXA: Tor Quaka, Conmonvealth Edison.
20 MR. KOSTAL: Ken Xostal, Sargeant & Llundy.
21 ¥R. REKLACTISs V. Reklactis, Sargeant € Landye.

KR. SCHROEDERs Chuck Schroeder, Cozmonwealth

B

Edison.
MR. MORRIS: Mike Merris, Commonvealth Edison.

MR. DENTONs With that introductior, Byron,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vhy don*t I turn it over to you to tell us what you know
about these issues, and lat me point out that ve are
pleased to have ¥s. Gcodie here, and I will previde 7YoL
an opportunity to comment at some periodic intervals but
figure that you are mainly here as an observer.

¥S. GOODIEZs I understand that.

¥R. DENTONs Ané4 don't feel that ve vill
expect you to contribute directly more than you have
done in raising the issues in the petition.

¥R. LEEs Thank you. We do, too, also
appreciate the holding of this meeting on short notice,
but ve agree that it is absolutely necessary. I vould
start by saying that ve are deeply concerned about the
potential delay of low pover licensing of LaSalle Unit
1, especially based on 2 single construction vorker's
allegation of some possible concerns. And even reading
the affidavit, it is pretty much an indication that
there vere fairly decent controls in place in marking
and so forth.

Ve are concerned that the Attorney General's
office did not come to us with this issue as they have
done with several other technical issues in the past,
and we have been able to resolve those issues. We
continue to believe that our practices and our control

of engineering and construction at lLaSalle County are

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 55423485
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excellent., We have had many discussions in the last fevw
mooths with you on that issue vith KRR anu with Regicn
3, and ve think that all of that has pretty much
indicated that ve have had good records. I think that
vhat ve will tell you today will Just support amc
substantiate that even further, as ve are nov into sone
detalls.

One of our other major concerns is the
diversion of some key people, both ours and yours, from
the major oitott that ve have all been at for the last
several months. This does have some significant 1lp|c;s
on our customers and on our stockholders. We do need
lLaSalle County Unit 1 for capacity. It is not an excess
capacity unit that ve are building Jjust because ve v|n£
to complete it.

So it is important to us in that respect. And
of course, it is alvays important to our customers and
stockholders to finish. Even our own Illinois Commerce
Cozmission has resched that decision. As 2 result, ve
do ask for a quick reviev aﬁd resolution of the
problem. And ve do appreciate your getting into it so
gquickly.

In any event, I think that after today ve can
hopefully give you enough of an indication to shov You

that there is absolutely no r:ason for interrupting the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



1 issuance of a lov pover license and the testing

2 process. So with that, I vould like tc ask Lou

5 Delgeorge, vho is our Director of licensing vho has Leen
4 deeply involved in the LaSalle County project for quite
5 a fev years, to kind of narrate and handle our

6 presentation.

7 ‘ ¥R. DELGEORGE:s What I would like to do is

8 reviev the allegations presented in the petition as ve
9 understand them, stating the facts and the inforration
10 ve have vwhich ve think will resolve the concerns that
11 have been raised in your mind.

12 I would like to start vith the questions

13 raised relative to the off-gas building because ve feel
14 that to be a less complicated issue that can be more

15 easily dispositioned.

16 First, there is an allegation that the roéf
17 thickness is eight inches 2s opposed to the 12 inch

18 design thickness. I wvould like to say at the outset

190 that although this bduilding is a non-safety related

20 dbuilding containing no safety-related equipment and not
21 requiring the implerentation of our quality assurance

program, ve did in fact apply our quality assurance

B

23 program to the construction of this building, vhich has
24 given us greater confidence in the accuracy of the

25 information that ve will Dbe providing to you.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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As a result of our receipt of the petition ve

made a survey spaecific to verifying the thickness of the
slad in guestion. This vas done vishin the last week.
¥e took 15 peasuresents of that slad thickness and
determined that the average thickness of the slab was
slightly greater than 132 inches. 0f the neasured
thicknesses, the lovest value vas 11 1/4 inches. This
peasure was taken in vhat ve believe to be an area of a
£1oor drain on the slad roof and can be justified on
that basis.

We have no reason to pelieve that the
thicknesses that ve have measured and the thickness of
that sladb is not consistent vith the design requirenent
¢or the off-gas building roof.

The second allegation that vas nade ==

KR. DENTON: Can ve discuss that one Just a
bit? I have forgotten how big this roof is. We
described it as the roof of the off-gas tuilding. Is
there a separate building called the off-gas building?
Can you characterize the size of the roof that ve
discussed?

¥R. DELGEORGE: I vill call oh pan Shamblin
from our site construction staff.

MR. SHAMBLIN: NY pane is Dan Shamblin, I wvork

at the LaSalle Commonvealth etation. I guess the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) §54-2345
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simplest wvay to shov you this is vith this picture
here. This is the roof we =re talking about here for
this concrete eunclosure (indicating). It is roughly
dimension-wise, it is roughly 34 feet by 75 feet.

¥B. PUEPLE: Llou, one.pa:t of the allegation I
444 not hear vou address vas transforzers sitting on the

roof and cracks through the ==

¥R. DELGEORGE: I am just going to get to
that.

¥R. PUBRPLE: I see, okaYy.

PR. DENTON: Do you think there is any
confusion in nomenclature that the allegation should not

be read narrowly to be the off-gas building? Have you
read the whole text? Do you think you have identified
the roof they had in mind?

2. DELGEORGE: I wvill ask for any conmments
f£rom our staff if they disagree vith vhat I am about to
say, but there is no information contained in the

affidavits presented in the petition from vhich ve can

‘conclude that any slabd other than the cff-gas dbuilding

roof is the slab in ques}ion.

And I amn not avare of any additional
information that may have come to our attention that
would suggest some other slab being involved.

PR, DENTON: Have you had this allegation

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
NGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2348
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called to your attention before?

¥R, DELGEOBGE: Sir, it is my understanding
that until the issve vas raised through the attorney
general's office that ve vere not avare of this
potential deficiency.

¥R. DENTON: Llet me ask the regional
representatives if they wvould like to ask any questions
about the building.

¥R. SHAMBLIN: Excuse me. The issue of the
roof thickness vas presented to us in early Narch
through our legal department.

¥R. DELGEORGE: But it vas as a result of
inforration developed through the inguiry by the
attorney ganeral.

MB. SHANBLIN: That is correct, yes.

¥R. DENTON: Chuck, do you have any guestions
on.thls?
¥R. NORELIUS: No, I don't think I have any
questions on this particular subject.

¥R. DENTON: Llet me ask you hev you measured
it. Did you have access to ==

MR. DELGEORGE: To address your previous
question of whether ve could conclude that ve have, in
fact, covered the area in guestion, the specifics of

other portions of the allegation relative to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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placezent of a transformer and identified surface

cracking, ve have in fact identified the transformer in

question and vere avzre of surface cracking in this

perticular slad identified on our own initiative

sonetime ago.

And taking those facts into account I

think ve can conciude that ve are addressing the slad

that vas discussed in the affidavit.

intended to address vas the placement of the transformer

DENTON: Why don't you go ahead, then?

DELGEORGE: The next allegation I had

on the roof of the off-gas building. It is, in fact,

true that a temporary construction-related transformer

wvas placed on

that slad. The transformer has bdeen

renoved from the slad and it vas removed in late 1681

before we became avare of the issue in controversy

here. The placement of that transfornmer d.4 not exceed

any of the posted live loads allovable for that slab.

We have surveyed the under surface of the slad

and detected no apparent damage in the vicinity of the

placenent of the transformer. ¥e have no reason to

believe that the placement of that transformer caused

any structural damage to the off-gas building roof.

DENTONs How big a transformer was this?

¥hat was it intenied to do?

DELGEORGEs Tt provided

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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construction-related lcads and veighed, as I understand
it, on the order of 6700 pounds.

ER. DENTON: Let. me go back to a question I
asked earlier adbout how did you deteraine the thickness
of the roof.

¥R. DELGEORSE: We conducted a field survey.
Given a reference zero, ve were able to determine the
height of the under surface of the sladb, and from the
same reference zero, ve determined the height of the top
surface of the roof, vhich included both the concrete
slad and surface roofing materials. In order to verify
the thickness at the points of survey, ve measured the
thickness of the roofing material; sudbtracting those
values alloved us to establish the concrete thickness.
We have prepared a report vhich discusses these
measurements and ve are prepared to leav: that report
vith you.

¥R, DENTONs: I take it these are measurexents
sade in situ and not taken off of dravings?

NR. DELGEORGE: That is correct.

XR. DENTON: I think ve would like to have the
report. Perhaps you can give us a copy and ve will
attach it to the transcript and make sure it is
avallabdle.

¥R. NORELIUS: This say be in the report, Lou,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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but hov did ysu come to the conclusion that 15 selected
points vas appropriate to give vou a good picture of
vhat the roof thickness vas?

¥R. SEAXBELIN: The roof is made up of 2 series
of beams, and I essentially told the surveycrs tc take
peasurenents dbetwveen the beanms. Essentially, the center
span of the slab. It vorked out to be three
neasurements per span betveen the beans, turning out to
be 15 measurementse.

KR. PURPLE: There is yet another item in that
particular allegation. Are you going to get to that?

(Laughter.)

MB. DELGEORGE: I am ready. The last
allegation suggested that the concrete assocliated with
this slad had been cracked substantially. Commonvealth
Ediscn discovered surface cracking of the subject slabd
through its own site quality assurance departnent in
Siptember 1979. As 2 result of the deficlency
tdentified, an inguiry vas pade at that time which
included an engineering evaluation and vhich also
included the tracing of the crack depth by chipping at
the concrete in the vicinity of the cracks.

As a result of that reviev, it vas established
that the crack depth did not exceed one guarter inch;

that the cracking wvas, in fact, surface cracking, and as

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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a result, it vas patched. We have Do reason to believe,

pased on that ‘nvestigation, t+hat the cracking alleged

is the result of drilling of anchor bolt holes. It is

our opinion, based on that evaluation, that the cracks

observed are normal shrinkage cracks associated vith

this type of slab.

KR. DENTON: Now, ¢rom the dates You gave, Yyou

observed those cracks pefore the transiormer vas placec

on the toPe.

KR. DELGEORGEs No, sir, the transformer was

placed at the time the observation vas pmade.

¥R. DENTON: So the transformer vas taken off

the date Yyou peasured, but it had been ©on
considerable period of time?

¥R. DELGEOERGE: Yese.

NR. SHAMBLIN: That is correcte.

transformer vas placed sometime in 1976.

for a

The

We do not have

the exact late, but we suspect 4t vas in the second half

of 1976.

¥R. DERTON: And vhen you repaired the cracks

then, ©OrC examined for depth, the transformer was still

there?

¥R. DELGEORGE: Yes, sire.

¥R. DERTON: And you did not remove it until--

PR. DELGEORGE: Until late 1981.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. SCHWENCER: None of these cracks vent
through the support points‘of +he transformer? |

MR. SHAMBLIN: That is correct.

KR. DELGEORGE: I am not sure T understand
your guestion.

MR. SCHWENCER: The point at which ycu
fastened the transformer to the roof or vhere it was in
contact with the roof, none of the cracks were
associated with that contact area?

MR. SHAXBLINs That is correct, none of the
cracks were associated vith the contact area of the
transformer.

MR. DENTON: Let me ask the project manager
vhat categorization ve gave tgqt roof.

MR. BOCBNIA: It is a non-safety grade
puilding. I have the reviewer here. we did not
consider this as a safety grade building.

¥R. DENTON: What is under the roof?

MR. BOURNIAz What is this?

wR. DEETON: What is under it?

ER. DELSEbRGE: That is described in our
report. The concrete enélosure above-grade as a part of
the off-gas roof is a non-safety related structure vhich
houses off-gas building, heating/ventilating/and air

conditioning, air haniling units, BEYAC, wvwater cooled

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
3 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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condensing units, HVAC exhaust filter units, HVAC
control parels and associated motor ccntrol centers andé
svitchgear.

¥R. DENTON: Does that mean there is nc
Category 1 safety-related equipment in that building?

MR. DELGEORGE: Yes, sir.

XKR. DENTONs Any questions? We can conre back
to this, bdbut I thought ve would give the company 2
chance.

KR. PURPLE: There still remains yet one more
feature of that particular allegation. Yaybe you are
going to get to it. It is the part that says there vere
holes drilled through rebars in the roof. I have not
heard an ansver that you did not have such holes or if
you did, vhat they meant.

¥R. DELGEORGE: We did not address the
potential for drilling of bar in that roof, separzte
from the guestion presented in the primary allegation
vhich ve will address. You wvwill see, based on the
evaluation that ve have done relative to the overall
question of rebar damage, that ve have addressed all
slabs. Correct me 1f I am VWIORG. Is it true that our
evaluation would have included that building.

We can verify that for you, but it is our =<

¥KR. RECKLACTIS: It did include this building,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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ER. PUBRPLEs Car yOU eay vhether oI nct the r

rocf of this building wes in fact drilled and did gc

through somz2 rebar specifically?

Mp. RECKLACTIS: As I understand it, the
transformer did not even have any bolts. That is vhat I
vas told.

¥R. DELGEORGE: I am not sure we are prepared
to ansver that guestion conpletely. We vill get Pack to
you, thoughe.

wWB. DENTON: What 1is the design basis for the
thickness of that roof? Why did you pick 127 What
controls?

¥B. LEE: Why 12 inches?

MB. KOSTAL: Why 12 inches? Okay. Ny n;mo is
Xen Kostal from Sargeant £ Lundye. The thickpess of @
number of slabs -= ve generally have 2 sinipum thickness
of concrete related to structural elements euch as slabs
and valls: The 12-lnph thickness is typically
associated vith a certain aﬁbunt of load which would
accompany that particular silab. So I wvould say in
general, the 12-inch represented the thickness regquired
to support a live and dead load attributabdble to tha:
particular area.

¥R. KNIGHTs May I ask, by that Yyou mean there

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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vas a, let us call it, a design live load that is
selected for convenience and utility, if you vill?

ER. XOSTAL: Yes.

MR. KNICHT: Keeping in mind they you are in 2
heavy industrial area, you provide sufficient capacity
for-~

¥R. XOSTAL: We provide a certain minimunm
capacity -- meaning ve provide a certain minimum live
load capacity-- to allow for construction conditioné, to
allov for initial installation, equipment storage such
as the example given by Mr. Delgeorge relative toc the
transformer, and that generally constitutes our initial
criteria in terms of original design load cepabilities..

MR. XNIGHT: Did you have a standard live load
used throughout the facility?

MR. XOSTAL: A minimum live load for this
particular plant is 100 pounds per square foot. That 1is
associated with 211 concrete slabs.

MR. DENTON: Can you describe the construction
of the slab a bit pore? Is it reinforced?

¥R. KOSTAL: It is a typical concrete
reinforced one-wvay sladb vith concrete beanm elerents. I
do not kxnow the exact spacing of them, but it is a
general one-way beam type slad design, reinforcing top

and bottom, top reinforcing across the beanms carrying

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 negative moment, bottom carrying positive moment, and

&

2 temperature reinforcing to account for aorazl

3 constructior and shrirnkage cracking that could occur.

®

- ¥R. DENTON: Any other comzents ot this part?
5 (No response.)
6 MR. DENTON: If not, let ne ask ¥s. Goodie if
7 you wvould like to comment on this part before wve go
8 ahead.
] ¥S. GOODIE: My oanly comment here would be
10 that as I understand.it. someone at Region 3 has spoken
11 to the informant vho provided us with this information,
12 and I understand there is a report in Region 3 about
13 this information. It is ny understanding from the

€Z) 14 person I spoke to at Region 3 that the allegations of
15 the less-than-design thickness of the roof vere
16 correct. I have not seen this report.
17 ¥R. DENTON: Would you like to comment?
18 ER. NORELIUS: We received allegations cn this
1 some months ago and evaluated it in-office. I do not
20 have those vith me. I anm not sure that I know they say
21 exactly vhat she sald, and I have not read them

carefully. But ve wvere avare of the allegation. It wvas

8

evaluated vithin our office and I think, in recognition

B

3 24 of our manpover considerations, ve chose not to delve

25 deeply into this at the field level because of 1its

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Category 2 nature.

¥R. CENTON: I think on this one it pight De
vell tc just reiterate that Staff silence does not mezl
consent with the gtility's viev con this.

¥S. GOODIE: I understand.

¥R. DENTOK: It is more the fact that ve are
trying to get the facts from which ve would proceed to
do a reviev.

¥R. NORELIUS: Could I ask ¥s. Goodie, did you
speak to someone in our office on that?

¥S. GOODIE:s Yes.

¥R. NORELIUS: Who did you talk to?

ES. GOODIE: I spoke to two different pecple.
I believe this one vas from Jim Foster. 1 can check mY
notes on that.

KR. NORELIUS: Jim was one of our
investigators.

MR. DENTONs All richt, let us move to the

second issue.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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™ 1 MR. DELGEORGE: Thevsecond issue addressed the

\

2 damage tc reinforcirng steel by the driliing through

3 reinforced concrete slzbs. I attenpted to outline the

A
P

> 4 allegations presented by that petition item, and I will
5 address each of them as I understand it.
6 We have 2l1so prepared a report in this area
7 describing the procedural controls that ve have had in
8 place. That report identifies the controls, their date
® of implementation, and attempts to describe vhy ve
10 believe this prevents the type of unrestricted damage
11 that has been sugyested by the petition.
12 The first allegation presented is that
13 thousands of holes are drilled through reinforced
<:> 14 concrete slabs as a matter of course. I believe that ve
15 can, through the report, demonstrate to you that the
16 process of drilling all reinforced slabs has been a
17 control process, that this program vas implemented in
18 late 1976 before the tinme period at vhich the contractor
19 employee, vhose affidavit is contained in the petition,
20 made his -- discusses the ;foblen that he alleges
21 exists. -
22 And in fact, ve have conducted an engineering

evaluation of all reported structural -- or

8

(l; 24 reinforcement steel damage and have concluded, based on

25 that evaluation, that the structural integrity of all

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the valls, of all the concrete reinforced slabs in the

2 plant have not been repaired.

3 I vould point out at this point in time that

4 our reviev is not yet complete. However, it is

§ substantially complete, and we have no reason to belleve
6 at this point that there is any guestion relative to the
7 structural integrity of.the slabs.

8 The second alle;ation presented is that there
g is an unknown number of holes. We are also in a

10 position to discuss vith you the numbers of holes that
11 have been either cored or drilled at laSalle County. A
12 rough estimate of the number of holes, inaspuch as ve

13 have not fully tabulated all our records, is on the

14 order of 50,000.

15 We have developed as a practice, given the

m ve have implemented, a prograsn of recording the

16 progra

'17 placement of the holes and reporting any rebar

18 reinforcement damage associated with the drilling of =
19 hole.

20 ¥R. DENTON: Let‘ie ask you, how does &

21 driller know that he has struck rebar or reinforcing
22 steel?

23 ¥R, DELGEORGE:s In general, the techniques

24 used for producing the hole would have used drill bits

25 that are ndt capable of penetrating reinforcement

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
N. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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steels. That practice vas not 100 percent uniform,

hovever, and I viil ask the people from the site to
address this also, vhere hé-did use 2 bit capadble of
penetrating the steel.

MR. KOSTAL: It sounds different.

MR. DFLGEZORGE: It vould be decidedly
different. Again, I will ask our site people, our
engincering pecple to discuss that further.

¥KR. KJSTAL: Do you wvant to discuss that?

HR. SHANBLIN: Relati&e to hardness of steel
versus concrete, vhen you hit it vith a soft drill bit,
it just will not go through it. It vill meet a stiff
resistance there, plus the sound that it produces, the
different sound vhen you hit that reinforcing rod.

ER.QUAXA: In some cases you will qét a very
large squeaking sound vhen you come in contact wvith
steele So it is not only you being the driller, but 20
feet around yocu, you know, everytody knows you have
contacted the steel.

WR. DELGEORGE: I think ve would agree with
your statement in the affidavit that your ability to
drill through the concrete once steel has been contacted

is significantly diminished.

® Jhose affidavit is attached to

the petition, made it clear ihat‘knev vhenEI had

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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contacted steel. And I guess our general feeling is
that that would de representative of rcth people put ia
that position.

ER. DENTON: Did you make measurements
everywhere or only for the steel that vas struck?

¥R. DELGEORGE: Tom Cuaka, from our site
assurance department vwill address that.

¥E. QUAKA: As a norzal course, work is not
done unless there is some engineering document that
either ;pecifies that an anchor be installed in a
location, or there there has been some reguest to
install cne and appropriate approval given to do that.
So there is a record that demonstates vhere the hole is
or wvhere the anchor is going to ¢O. And then ther is a
separate set of records that identifies situations vhere
the rebar is contacted or cut through.

¥R. DENTON: Can you describe normal
engineering practice of the architect-engineer in this
area? Do you try to locate these holes from the
knovledge of the rebar in tge vall from the drawving, or
is it more cf a field ingtallation kind of thing vhere
you take your chances vhen Yyou drill such a hole?

MR. DELGEORGEs Mr. Denton, we have a full
presentation on that engineering evaluation, vhich will

follov my discussion.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥R. DENTON: All right, ve will postpone
that.

MR. DELGEORGE: A -point vwe wvould like to rake
here is the fact that ve believe the petition clearly
{ndicates that records vere kept of rebar damage. This
pcint is noted in many places both in the petition and
in the contractor employee's affidavit. This
information, ve believe, supports the integrity of our
control program, which is described in more detail in
the reporte.

The records involved here are substantial, and
ve have over the course of the years during wvhich this
program has been in place == and as I say, that began in
1976 -- ve have monitored the performance of the
contractors under this progran.

The next allegation presented is that no
information exists vhich suggests an engineering
approval occurred relative to the potential for damaging
rebar prior to 1980.

Unfortunately, this conclusion wvas reached con
the basis of a site laborer whom ve vould not expect to
be privy to the fundamental basis for the program we had
in place.

Hovever, we have been able to verify that the

foreman of the specific laborer vhose affidavit is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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contained in the petition participated in more than one
training secssion in vhiéh the overazll control prograr
for drilling 2nd coring ofhholes, vhich included an
ecgineering evaluatioa, took place.

In other wvords, the supervision for the
laborer in question participated in four recorded
training sessions, wvhose dates I can provide to you,
vhich ve believe is sufficient to assure that the
program that ve had in place vas in fact folloved.

7e take greater confidence in this in the fact

tha the ladorer involved, attested to the

fact that was required to provide rebar damage
reportse.

KR. DENTON: Who conducted these training
cou;ses you referred to?

MR. DELGEORGE: The programs in question wvere
conducted by site contractors. The site contractors,
Foley being the contractor involved here, had received
direction fronmn our site management personnel assoclated
vith Commonwealth Edison's 6rqanization, although ve do
not provide that training ourselves.

As I have said earlier, the procedures in
question have existed since 1976. In the case of cored

holes, which are identified in the petition as larger

holes, prior engineering reviev of the holes is done to

Al DERSON REPCRTIN OMPANY, IN
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either prevent reinforcement steel darage or to assess
the impact of reinforcenent steel damage.

for drilled holes that have been characterized
ip the petition as wspaller holes" used for concrete
expansicn aqchor-holted supports, our engineering
evaluation prograsm included the specification of certain
areas in the plant vhere concrete expansion anchors vere
to be limited. S5 that ve di2 an engineering evaluation
in advance to 1imit the areas in which such drilling
could take place.

In addition, there yas an engineering
evaluation pade of all reported damage upon receipt by
the architect-engineer of the d:illinq reports, vhich
are recognized in the petitiocn.

We have a more substantial presentation to
revievw for you that engineering evaluation process. It
may, in fact, be appropriate to do that nov, inasmuch as
the last issue of substance that ve perceived in the
petition deas® vith the question of whether or not
corrective action, 41f necessary, vas required
immediately. We can address that after the discussion
by our atchitect-enqlnee;. the evaluation program, if
you would like.

¥R. DENTOK: Okay., let us go that route.

XR. DELGEORGES I would like toO introduce Tom

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Longlais from Sargent £ Lundye.
let me say first that I have copies of the

report prepared by Comamcnwealth Ediscrn vhich discusses

the procedural controls that have been in place at the

LaSalle County site.

I vill offer those for your review. We also
have copies of the materials that Fr. Longlais is going

to present now. And I will offer those for your

reviev.

[Slide]

¥R. LORGLAIS: T would like to start the
presentation with first differentiating the different

types of holes that have been drilled at lLafalle.

[Slide]

Exhibit 1 defines basically tvo types of
holes: one vhich we call a2 core hole; the other is wvhat
ve consider to be a drill hole.

There are essentially tvo types of core
holes. The first type of core hole is one in vhich it
is drilled through the concrete, and it passes
cozpletely through the concrete element. This hole has
been put in the element to allow for the passage of the
electrical and mechanical components, such as a pipe or

conduit.

The second type of core hole is one in which

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE.. S.W.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2348
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it is only drilled partially through the dapth of the
concrete. Tha purpose of this type of core hole is to
allow for the setting and grouting of an anchor bolt for
either the support cf equipment foundations, or for the
support of mechanical piping and baseplate asserdlles.

In the first sitvation for the cored holes
vhich pass completely through concrete, their diameter
varies anyvhere from 2 inches to 16 inches in dianmeter.

In the case of holes that are cored partially
through the concrete for the installation pf an anchor
bolt, that diameter 1is approximately 3 inches. Its
depth would vaiy anyvhere from 1 foot to maybe 2 feet,
2-172 feet, depeniing upon the size of the anchor bolt.

The second category of holes ve have are wvhat
ve consider to be drilled holes. Holes are drillzd
primarily for tue installation of ccncrete expansion
anchors. These holes tend to be puch smaller in
diameter. They vary from 1/& inch to 1 inch, and the
depth of ezbedment varies anyvhere from 1-1/4 inch to E
inches.

Again, it is important to have an
understanding of the types of holes, since the
engineering assessment is somevhat different for each
type of hole.

[Slide]

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Exhibit 2 T will discuss the engineering

evaluation for cored holes. These are the holes that
pass directly through the -oncrete or the holes that are
partially 4rilled into the concrete for the setting of
an anchor bolt.

For holes that pass directly through concrete
elements, these holes are located, in the case cof
office-audited components -- in other words, wvhen our
engineers are auditing the piping and electrical
components in the offic;. and they have got to penetrate
a concrete element, they will indicacte that penetration
on a structural draving.

Prior to the release of that structural
draving indicating the core hold, it is revieved by
structural engineers. It is at this point in time that
our structural enqineet# make an assessrcent of the
effects of the reinforcement steel that will be cut by
this operation.

In most cases, this assessnent has consisted
primarily of engineering Jjudgment baced upon the stress
levels in the reinforcing steel in relation to the
location of the cored hole.

In the case of cored holes that are requested
by a contractor inmn the field for field audit components,

the contractor is required to submit to Commonwealth

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Edison Company a field change regquest requesting
permission to drill this hole. |

This field change.request is approved by the
consulting engineers. And again, a csimilar assessment
is rade prior to approving this field charge request.

We assess the reinforcing steel that is likely
to be damaged by the coring of this hecle prior to
releasing of the FCR for the drilling operation.

¥R. PURPLE: Question. Have you ever
disapproved a field change request because the
engineering evaluation told you that it vas not right to
put the hole there?

YR. LONGLAIS: ©Not to my knovledge. The
location of the holes that are generated via a field
change reqguest likevise get picked up at a later date on
the structural dravings. So 2 complete record of all
cored holes does appear on the struc+ural design

dravingse.

KR. PURFLEs The engineering assessment, is it
vritten?

¥R. LONGLAIS: Up to this point in time, all
our engineering assessment on cored holes has been based

upon engineering judgment.
ER. PURPLE: It is not written down?

MR. LONGLAIS: It is not been written down.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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We have not made 1etailed structural calculations.

Over the lust veek or tvo, ir response to the
petition, ve have nade some ‘detailed calculations for a
sanple of cored holes. And ve have proved that our
engineering judgment vas appropriate in these instances
and found that the effects of the rzinforcing steel did
pot affect the structural integrity of acy of the
safety-related structures.

¥E. LEE: Tom, "engineering judgment,” I
gather, is kind of the standard approach for this kind
of evaluation?

¥B. LONGLAIS: Yes, it is: yes, it is.

¥R. KNIGHT: Could I pursue Jjust one step
further? What you are saying is the systez vas in
force, the area to be drilled vas identified, and an
engineer in the office vas pade avare that the hole wvas
to de 4rilled. And he said either yes or no based on
his judgrent?

MR. LONGLAIS: Yes; that is correct.

¥R. DELGEORGE: Aﬁd in the case of fleld
change rejuests, there vould be documentary eviderce
that the reviewv had been completed, although there might
not be analytical evidence of something other than
engineering Jjudgment?

¥R, XUO: Eut the judgnent vas made one Dby

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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one. Say, for instance, 2a elalb may have more than 10
heles there. Do you make 2 judgnent locking a2t eli the
10 holes or just 1 vhere it was drilled?

MR. LONGLAIS: We make 2 judgment on both. We
have to make it first individually as each cored hole is
suboitted and requested. As I mentioned before, all
these core holes are eventually indicated én the
structural dravings. So vhen our engineers are adding
other cored holes in an area, they have a history of all
the other cored holes that have been installed. They
yould take this into consideration vhen making the
assesszent of the effects of this additional cored hole
that is being reguested.

KER. XUO: So ali the holes vere considered, in
your Judgment?

¥R. LONGLAIS: That is correcte.

¥R. KNIGHT: Can you give me a feel, there vas
a number mentioned earlier, 50,000 holes. I am going to
assume that a very large percentage of that 50,000 were
anchor bolts. -

¥R. LONGLAISs That is correct.

¥R. KNIGHT: C;n you give me the other side of
that number as far as 2 inches larger, this type of
thing? Do you have any feeling for how many of those

there vere?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC, __
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MR. LONGLAISs I would venture a guess at
sonsething less than 1000 at this peint. I believe 1000
could definitely be an upper bound.

¥R, DENTONs Can you characterize the issues
that you considered in reaching such a judgment about
heoles? What vere the elements that are important in
reaching that judgrent?

¥R. LONGLAIS: The critical decision vwas
looking at the df{stress level in reiforcing steel vhere
the hole is being put. In some areas, the cored hole 1is
being put in an area vhere the reinforcing steel is not
stressed. This vould be totally acceptable to core the
hole.

MR. LEE: Which you vill get to in a noment.

¥B. LONGLAIS: Yes. In other areas, the
stress levels in the reinforcing steel have sufficlent
parcin for the £inal design loads. Ve make 2an
assessment on this pasis that ve can accept some
reduction in the stress levels since ve have sufficient
margin currently availabdle fo: those reinforcing bars.

MB. DENTON: Should I assume that you could
put an g-in-h hole in any vall, safety-related vall; or
are there some areas in that wall that are already near

1ipits and this vould degrade it?

MR. LONGLAIS: There are a nunber of areas

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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e 1 vhere ve have, after our engineering assessnment, ve have

2 decome conceraed z2bout zdditional coring in which if ve
3 assume that X nunber of bar§ vould be cut by putting
4 this cofd hole in that ve feel it would not be
s appropriate, wvould not Dbe acceptatle, we have put
¢ approrriate notes in our dravings and appropriate
7 controls requiring that the contractor use 2 netal
g detector to find the reinforcing steel before he nakes
9 the coring.
10 NR. DELGEORGE: And ve have examples of those
11 notes vhich ve can provide and show to you here. I
12 think as a part of this package you vill £ind three
13 exazples of notes of that type.
<E; 14 ¥R. LONGLAIS: There has not Jjust been
15 indiscriminate coring of bars. We have identified the
16 areas, and vhere ve have areas of concern ve do require
47 that the metal detector be used.
18 XR. SCHWENCER: Has that process been in
19 effect since 197§? ‘
20 MR. LORGLAIS: That process has been in effect

21 once we deternined that that particular concrete element

SR

could not tolerate many more bar~. That could have been

*77, *78, *7%. There really has not been any for later

8

8

e 24 Years that, as the coring operations increased, that ve

25 can see as certain areas being defined that ve do not

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vant to lose any more strength margin that ve put these

notes on the dravings.

MR. DENTON: IZ you take a typical wvall -- I

am not sure you have a typical wall -- wvhere are the

goments the largest on the vall? Where would you least

like to see a hole?

KR . LOKQLAIS: I would like to get into that

in a fev minutes when I talk about some of the concrete

expansion anchorse. I am prepared to discuss thate.

¥R. DENTON: I vas vondering if you could Jjust

tell me is it near the top or near the dottom? I do not

vant to jump too far ahead, but I wvould like to have a

feel for where 2oments are largest.

slabs.

MR. MILLER: Exhibit S.
MR. LONGLAIS: Exhibit 5, for exarnple, for

I do have other flismsies if you want to talk

about other ones. This is a typical tvo-wvay slab. A

typical area in a tevo-wvay slab. &e are talking about

the reinforcing steel on the top of the slab.

spane.

The critical zrea vould de the exterior core

That is this area that is shaded. This area

vould tend to have negative design moments, and the

reinforcing steel vould tend to be stressed in this

area.

In the middle region of the slad, the area

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE_ S W_ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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that is not shaded in, the reinforcing steel would not

be s«rzss2i1 in these czseS. The stress is all carried

by the bars in the outer gezizhery.

In +he case of the reinforcing steel on the

bottom of the slab, it is the bars that are in the

piddie region of the slad, the middle half span of the

bars, that primarily carry the stress. 1The bars tovard

the periphery are much less stressed than the pars in

the centere.

There are also other areas, bars that have

been provided a:ouﬂd trim steel for aajor openings or

vhere additional bars have been provided in the slad to

carry heavy elements, to carry

concrete wall or to

carry a concrete block wall, vhere ve have provided

additional reinforcing steel.

drilling in those areas.

ER. DENTON: Thank you.

[Slide]

Ve have called for not

2. LONGLAIS: Cored holes for ancher bolts

and pipe support baseplate assemblies 2Te indicated on

the mechanical design dravings.

The coring for the mechanical baseplate pipe

support assenblies commenced appr

oximately in the summer

of 1980, In January of 1980 wve jssued Drawving ¥-1100,

Sheet 23, wvhich required that all the concrete be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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notched to expose the reinforcing steel to avoid rebar

dazage under this operation.

So for any concrete, any coring operatior for
this particular application, it was controlled by
requiring that the reinfcrcing steel be exposed belore
the drilling vas done.

¥R. DELGEORGE: That activity involving
mechanical compconents would not have been observed by
the contractor employee whose affidavit is contained in
the petitisn, inasmuch as he vorked as a subcontractor
to our electrical site contractor, and he vas gone at
that time anyvaye.

(Slide]

Exhibit 3 is the continuation cf the cored
holes for equipment foundation anchor bolts. In this
situation vhat ve have done is ve have plotted the
location of all equipment foundation anchor bolts that
require coring in a separate set of dravings caelled RHS
dravings, redar hit schedule dravings.

From these d:avinbs ve assess tlre amount.of
reinforcing steel that is likely to be damaged by this
coring operation. The assessment which ve performed
subsegquently is engineering Jjudgment on the damage and
the effects that this likely damaged reinforcing steel

vill have on the strength capacities of the concrete

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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elements.

The eagineering Jjudgment again is dased upon
the location of the cored holes and the damaged
reinforcing steel in relation to the existing stress
levels in the concrete elenents.

Exhibit 2A is a set of approximately S0
Aravings, vhich ve have marked all the rebar damage,
both due to the coring operations and due to the
drilling operations at the site.

MR. KOSTALs There are approximately 90
dravings in there that vill document exactly what Mr.
longlais commented on.

XR. DENTON: Are these dravings of different
wvalls and such?

¥R. LONGLAIS: This 1s all the reinforcing
steel that has been contacted. "Contacted™ means either
nicked or cut.

MR. SCHWENCER: So that is 100 percent
dravings of those that have been contacted or cut?

MR. LONGLAIS: Yes, that is for Unit 1.

¥R. DELGEORGEs Eased on those damage reports
that have been received from the field at the time the
Araving vas prepared. Aind ve are still in the process
of verifying that all reports have been received and

incorporated into the drawingse.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥R. DENTON: MNaybe ve can look at them during
a breck to see if ve need thcse.

HR. KOSTAL: I think it is relevant that chese
dravings have been in preparation over the last 6
years. So they are not drawvings that ve Just rade
vithin the last fewv days.

We have been documenting these during the last
6 years as they have occurred and as ve have received
the data from various contractors.

MR. LONSLAIS: I should clarify that ve have
-- this item, the plotting of the core holes for the

anchor bolts vere made recently.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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In Exnibit & I wvould like to pursue the

eagineering review of drill ﬁolcs for concrete expansion

anchors. The engineering control for the drilling of
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holes for concrete expansion anchors began long before
the drilling is initiated.

By that I mean there are a nusber of
engineering controls vhich are contained in Form 1LS/CEA
vhich contains all the specitication requirements for
the drilling of concrete expansion anchors at la Salle.
In Exhidit 4A ve have here the entire eight revisions to
the specification, vhich vere issued betveen the period
Sep tember 1976 ani May of 1981.

There are a number of engineering controls in
this particular document. Probably the most important
je the recognition of the fact that there are stressed
and nonstressed areas in the structures. LS/CEA defines
the stressed and nonstressed areas. The areas vhich are

stressed areas, ve require that 2 petal detector te used

to avoid reinforcing §teel danaq:. It requires that the

contractor obtain engineering approval prior to cutting
a bar and to subseguently report any damage or nicks
that may have been pade to a bar by the use of a metal

detector.

There are areas -~ again, I did go through

ALDER.SON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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this slide defore, but the areas vhere a metal detector
vould be required tc be Jsec in the case cf a tvo-wvay
slad wvould be the shaded afea in the exterior quarter
span, and the top of twc-vay slabs, in the middle span
section, in the bottom of tvo-way slabs, and in areas
adjacent t> penetrations, and to areas where ve have
provided additional reinforcing steel on the slad to
carry additional loads.

ER. PURPLE: 1} general guestion. All of these
control programs, do they apply to all of the bulldings
for vhich you have design responsibility, ;nrclatod to
vhether they are safety-related structures or n&t?

KER. LORGLAIS: That is ccrrect. That is
correct.

MR. DENTON: If you take s vall that is, say
20 by SO, wvhat kind of spacing vould you typically find
on the reinforcing bars?

KR. LONGLAISs I believe retwveen 9 to 12
inches on center. |

PR. DENTONs So wvhen you are installing anchor
bolts, then you would have enough discretion to move
around a foot or tvo?

¥R, LONGLAISs Yes. Well, a foot or twvo? 1In
*he later versions of the concrete expansion anchor

program, I believe when you get into Revisions 6, 7, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 8, ve have added provisions in the specification wvhich

2 gives the contrator guidelines in relocating expznsion

3 anchor plates. If he does contact reinforcing steel, ve
4 give him the latitude to nov; the plate plus or minus 3

& inches in either direction so he can avoid drilling

6 through and damaging the bar.

7 (s1ide)

3 It has consistently been our intention at the

9 beginning of the Jjob to pinimize the use of concrete

10 expansion anchors. However, vhen a field contractor 1is

11 routing small bore piping or electrical conduit, he has

12 an option of trying to attach to an enbedded plate or

13 existing structural steel or use expansion anchors.

14 We have a reguirement in the specification

15 that should he elect to use a concrete expansion ancher
16 baseplate assembly, that he contact us for prior

17 approval before he can use this type of anchore.

18 He have further defined in the specification
19 areas in vhich a concrete expansion anchor may not be

20 installed vithout the specific approval of the

27 consulting engineer. This is irregardless of the stress

level.

R

One example of the situation would be the

8

24 containment building vall. The last control that ve do

25 have, and it vas sentioned earlier, is that beginning in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 5542348
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1976 with Revision 0, ve required that only a solid
carbide-tipped 4rill bit be used for 4rilling the hcle.
Bow this type of drill bit is not capable of drilling
through reinforcing steel. The most damage this drill
bit could 4o would be to zake a very smell, vell-rournded
depression approximately 1/16 of an inch deep in the
reinforcing steel.

¥Ye have conducted a nunber a tests. The
Cozsonwealth Edison Company has conducted a number of
tests, both laboratory testing and analytical
sssessment, and ve have proved that these type of nicks
are pot detrimental to the integrity of the reinforcing
steel.

WR. DENTON: What size reinforcing steel 1is
typically used in valls and floors?

¥R. LONGLAIS: Walls, typically in
safety-related structures would probadbly vary from
pusber 9 to number 11 bars. Slabs would probably vary-==<

¥R. LEZ: Which 1; what size, for us
nonstructural ==

MR. LONGLAIS: Number 9 bar is about 1-1/8
inch in diameter, and Number 11 bar is approximately
1-3/8 inch in diaseter. For slabs, the reinforcing
steel would vary from probably a Number 6 bar vhich is

about 3/4 inch in diarcter, again to a Number 11 bar

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vhich is 1-3/8 inch in diameter.

(Slice)

shat T just described is the engineering
precautions that have taken place in the specifications
an? are in force prior to going into cperations. During
the drilling operations should a contractor contact or
4rill through a reinforcing bar with our approval, it is
reguired that the contractor subait a rebar damage
report.

When these damage reports are submitted, they
are revieved by the structural engineers to determine
vhat I consicer to be the immediate local impact of the
damaged bar. Again, ve look at where the dacaged Dbar
occurred, vhether it be a cut or a nick, in relation to
stress level in the slad to determine if it is
acceptabdle.

Should ve not deterpine it is acceptadle, ve
vould have to come back and do some subseguent
podifications. Hovever, ve have never found this to be
the case in any of the hole; that have teen contacted or
drilled at La Salle. Th{s reviev on the part of the
e~~ineer vas based primarily on Jjudgrent, again with
respect to location of the hole, and the existing stress

level.

pfter the enqineer‘has revieved the effect of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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this damaged reinforcing steel, the dapaged bar, be it

hit -- by that I mean pipped or cut through == £
plotted on the 2HS drawingys, shich ve have submitted as
Exhibit 4-A.

PR. LIPINSKIs Excuse E€. gi{nce vhen did 7ou
start this practice?

¥R. LONGLAIS: This practice vas initiated in
September 1976.

¥R. DENTON: That ipcludes Steps II-A and II-B?

¥B. LONGLAIS: The II-A, the reviev of the
damaged rebars vas performed vhen the first damaged
rebar report vas submitted to us, vhich I believe vas in
early 1977. 1II-B, the plots vere started, I believe,
tovards the latter part of 1978 or 1977, the early part
of 1978, It really vas nct until this latter part of
1977 that wve had substantial enough rebar hit repcrts to
varrant studying of the dravings at that time.

MR. KNIGHT: Along those 1ines, to vork up the
nuzbers 1ike 50,000 holes or 1000 or SO poured, vhich
pakes a pre-assessment, couid you give nme 2 ballpark
figure for the punber of rebar hit reports or rebar
damage reports that have accumulated over the years?

MR. LONGLAIS: We estimate today there are
approximately 3000 to 3500 reinforcing steel bars that

have been danmaged. Of that 3000 to 3500 bars, ve

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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believe a number Bf tﬁese bars to be only nicked bars.
Betveen the period 1977-1979, contractiors weIe not
required to differentiate petveen a cut zand a nicked bz:

After Cormonvealth Ediscn Company did the
laboratory investigation on the effect of nicked bars
and concluded that nicked bars vere not detrisental, did
ve eliminate the requirement for reporting of nicked
bars.

¥R. XUO: In making your engineering Jjudgment,
do you have any guideline or criteria as to vhat
percentage of the steel could be damaged or cut?

MB. LONGLAIS: The guideline is that as long
as you don't impair the cafety or the integrity of the
concrete structure, as 1oﬁq as you still have sufficient
margin to carry the design loads, vhether that be one
par, tvo bars or ten bars. That has to be determined on
a case-by-case basis. That is neot a function of a
percentage.

¥R. KNIGHT: Somevhere in your discussior
there is a distinction betv;en a cut and 2 nick.

¥R. LONGLAIS: Yes.

MR. KNIGHT: You showv situations vhere you
take about half a bar out sometimes. Do you have any
vay to differentiate?

¥R. LONGLAIS: The nick that I am speaking of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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is the nick that would be made by a solid carbide-tipped
drill dit 4n wvhich you ge: this -- .

MR. KNIGHT: Okay; When I 22 talXing about
taking a half-ber --

MR, LONGLAIS: That would be 2 core.

¥R, XOSTAL: To clarify, the kind of drills
u;ed are like your everyday household drills. Unless
you have a tempered steel dit, I think all of us have
bean avare of the difficulty of trying to drill through
anything with a typical carbon steel bit that you buy at
Sears Poebuck. That is the kind of drill ve are talking
adout here. It is impossible to go through a rebar wvith
that bit. Your vwill eat up the bit before you will go .
through tha Dbar.

MR. LIPINSKI: Do you know of any cases oI can
you quantify perhaps for us vhen a remadial action or a
design change vas necessary as a resclt of --

MR. LONGLAIS: We have never run acrosc a case
a2t laSalle. In any -- we are positive thzt of all our
drilling operations we have not found one place vhere
the structural integrity of any concrete element has

been impaired.

MR. CHAN: Does the driller of the holes know
vhether the hole is going to be in the tension area or

the compression area?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥R. LEEs The driller, you said?

ER. CHAN: 1les, the driller.

BR. LEE: I would say probably not.

MR. SHAMBLIN: He is given the direction to
drill a hole in this location.

¥R. DELGEORGE: The driller wvouléd not be
avare whether he wvas drilling in an area of tension or
compression, the driller as opposed to the contractor
supervision to vhom that man reports. Let me paint what
I think is an accurate picture.

The driller is only avare that his Jjob is to
drill a hole. The contractor, based on the program ve
have in place, is avare that with certain restrictions,
he is able to drill holes in concrete elerents in
certain areas of the plant. The engineer, Sargent €
Lundy, has throuéh his design specifications 2nd design
dravings i1dentified those areas capable of having holes
drilled. So there is a different level of understanding
of wvhat the impact of an individual hole wvould have cn
the reinforcing steel. .

We do not believe that it is essential that
the individual performing the drilling operation be
avare of the entirety of that program or hov ve reach
the point that he drill a specific hole.

MB. LCNGLAIS: The final disposition in the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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reviev of damaged reinforcing steel in the drilling

cperations occurs at the tize of lcad check perforaed
sust prior to fuel load. Ir this icstance ve are
looking at the effect of the accumulation of all the
damage to the reinforcing steel which is plotted on the
EHS dravings.

This review again consists primarily of
encineering Jjudgmant based upon the final stress levels
in the concrete elements with respect to the location of
the damaged reinforcing steel. Detailed calculations
vere not varranted due to the random distridbution of the
4azaged reinforcing steel in the safety-related areas.

By random distribution I mean that the density
in any one area is very, veIy lovw. We see the bars
anicked, scattered here, maybe up in that corner, down in
the bostom corner, but they are not concentrated
effects. We have subseguently performed some
calculations in respcanse to this petition and ve have
substantiated that this enq}neetinq judgment is
appropriate.

ER. PUBPLE: Question. Independent of the
petition, was this reviev you are discussing, has it
been completed?

KR. LOKGLAIS: The engineering judgment has

been conpleted.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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3 1 ¥R. PURPLEs And documented?
1 2 ¥B. LONGLAIS: Yes -- Well, engineering
_ 3 Zuignent? :
(’} 4 ¥R. PURPLE:s No, I mean but there is a final
5 reviev?
e PR. LONGLAIS: The final load check is

7 conpleted and documented.
8 ER. DELGEORGE: To the extent that the
@ architect engineer has received all the reports from the
10 field.
1" MR. SCHWENCER: That is the tie-in I vas ==
12 you mentioned earlier you vere not sure that had all the
13 reports in it yet. The only ones you are awvare of.

GE) 14 ¥R DELSEOR&E: We are in the process nov of
15 verifying that he is in receipt of all the reports.
18 MR. SCHWENCER: So Item ? is not done Yyet.
17 ¥E. LONGLAIS: Not to the extent that ve have
18 received all the reports.: But I delieve from vhat ve
19 have seen so far ve are confident that it is.
20 ER. LEE: We are Eonfident that it is, but

21 since that guestion obviously vill come up, ve felt it

22 necessary to go back and assure ourselves.
23 MR. XKOSTAL: To clarify, ve belleve ve have
£ 24 every report in the house. The documents that vere Just

25 submitted to us are nothing sore than a == ve are going

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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to scrutinize each one of those documents regarding the
document ve have in house to make sure that wve have the
same correspending docunent;

That is the reviev that is teking place. The
reviev of the final load check has totally been
complete, but it covers a lot of other pultitude of
ingredients besides this ingredient of the damage to
rebar.

MR. LONGLAISs What ve have done is ve have
taken a look at vhat ve feel to be nine areas in vhich
the concentration of the damaged rebar has been somewvhat
higher than what you normally vould see looking at the
entire sets of dravings. We have calculated the design
pargins in the slabs both before and after the coring
operations.

(Slide)

I should first define wvhat ve mean Dby design
pargin. The design margin, ve consider it to be the
ratio of the strength of a concrete element as
determined by ACI 318 divided by the actual design
stresses that have been calculated in accordance vwith
the laSalle FSAR comaitments.

What you are locking for is a design margin
equal to or greater thanm one. You would like to design

for a pargin exactly equal to one. This represents an

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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economical and optinaily designed structure.

Now there are a lot of reasons vhy design
gargias dc exceed one. Therc are many cases in
safety-related structures, particularly in a nuclear
pover plant, in which shielding controls a design and
structural strength does not contrel. So we have a lot
of concrete elements that are a lot thicker and a lot
bigger than required by structural design.

So you vill see some margins greater than
one. You vill see some up here of about three or so.

What ve would like to see is about one.

PR. LIPINSKI: Before you take this dowvn, I
see that in area number 2 there is no number of holes
cored, and yet the design margin is different. Why is
that?

¥R. LONGLAIS: I am sorry?

ER. LIPINSKIs Seccnd line.

¥R. FILLERs It sazys 31 damaged rebar.

MR. SCHWENCER: Drilled to the core.

!B; LONGLAIS: Thése are the reinforcing steel
damaged due to ¢rilling; these are the numbers dve to

damage due to coringe.

¥R. LIPINSKI: So the number of bars damaged

vere due to --

ER. LONGLAIS: Drilling, and this colu=mn is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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YR. LIPINSXIs Okay.

¥B. KUO: Can you.e:plain “he last item there,
the ratio of margin of holes as ageinst rmargin without
holes? Is that 1.137

MR. LONGLAIS: Well, this is the rpercent
decrease. The number was put down wrong. This is the
percent decrease in margin. For this case the design
pargin without the holes vas 3.55, the design margin
vith the holes vas 1.33. This represented about a 13
percent reduction in design capacity. The ratic vas
cozmputed wvrong here. I must adrit that vhen vc‘ptepatcd
these tablass, ve were pulling them off the typewriter -
yesterday as we vere heading for the plane, but that is
a percent you are lookiag at.

¥R. KUOs That is a decreasing margin?

¥R, LONGLAIS: Yes; 13 percent is the percent
reducticn in the design nargins. These design margins
that you s=ze listad here are very conservative design
pargins. One item of conservatism is the fact that when
ve do the final load check, ve assume a minimum piping
load of absut one kip per square foot. In many areas
the actual component support load is less than one kip
per square foot.

We also have not taken into account any actual

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

e L e R L S, o e e



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

B

24

25

gpaterial strengths in the field such as the actual

pocred-in-place concrete strength or the actuval strength
of the reinforcing steel. This vculd typically increas:
your design margin from anyvhere from 10 tc 15 percent.

MR. DENTOR: Eowv did you pick these locations
for samples?

MR. LONGLAIS: Ve looked at the density of the
number of bars in a given area, the number of areas that
stand out as looking like it has 2 high concentration of
bars.

!i. DENTON: These are average cored and
damaged locations or zore severely damaged? How wvould
you characterize them?

MR. LONGLAIS: I would characterize these
arc.s as having a greater density of nick tbars.

MR. KNIGETs Take in item nuzber 3, this 1is
probably just onme bar. Hov does that £it into the
framevork of what you were Jjust caying?

8. LONGLAIS: This one baZl happened to be
vhat ve consider to be a critical area. It vas in a
highly stressed area.

¥R. LIPINSKI: So Just to pursue this line 2
1ittle bit further, did you give any consideration to
the stress concentration of the given particular area

that he selected for this, or just density of the holes?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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KR. LONGLAIS: Density wvas the primary one.

Iz <his situation here, stress vas the criticel one. .
BR. LIPINSKI: So both factors vere concsidered?
ER. LONGLAIS: Yes.
MR. LIPINSKI: Density of the holes and stress
concentration?
ER. LONGLAIS: Yes.
MR. DENTON: How did ycu go back and calculate
a margin with the damaged bar? Did you assume that the

bar did not exist analytically?

MR. LONGLAIS: Yes, ve had discounted the

entire Dbare.
¥R. DENTOR: And the concrete, or does it
patter? .
ER. LONGLAIS:; Concrete has no effect.
¥R. NJDRELIUS: Even on the damage basis you

are discounting the entire bar?

MR. LONGLAIS: We assumed in this case the
damage to be a cut. As I said, betveen the period 1977
and 1976, the contractors vere not rejuired to
differentiate betveen a cvt and a nick, so unless ve Sav
specific notes on the rebar damage report that would
lead us to believe the fact that ve did have only a
nick, ve considered these to be cuts.

¥R. DENTON: How do you do such a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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calculation? JYou have othervise uniforely distriruted

slads on a bar =nd one is cut. How do you go about

3 determining the margin?

o 4 KR, LONGLAIS: Llet's say in the case of 2
§ tvo-vay slab you divide that slad up into middle strips
¢ and end strips. You calculate a design zoment for the
7 siddle strip and then subsequently the area of steel
g8 required for that design mcaent. If you knock one Dbar,
9 or tvo bars, or three bars out of that middle strip, you
10 subtract that arez, recompute a newv moment, and corpare
41 that vith your applied moments.
12 ¥R. DENTONs So it is as though the bar wvas
13 not there at all.

<:} 14 ¥R. LONGLAIS: That is hov ve have done that
15 calculation, correct.
18 YR. LIPINSKI: Ferhaps you can explain vhy you
47 said that the area of concrete removed has no effect. 1
18 will agree vith you that it is in the zone where there
12 is a tension, but in the case of compression, concrete
20 is the vital element. |
21 ER. LONGLAIS: _The concrete area removed would

be so small.

¥

23 ¥R, LIPINSXIs Depending on the diameter of
1 24 the holes. If you have 2 1ittle hole, that is fine, but

25 4f you have holes, say, 12 e ve knov the diameter of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the holes vas up to 16 inches, right?

MR. LONGLAIS: Typically in these plants, and
structural considerations for the most part do not
govern the cdesign. It is shielding reguirements. The
reinforcement steel ratios that ve have used are very
low. And subseguently the concrete conpressive stresses
are very love. So if ve drill out a 16-inch core cut of
a slad, the stresses could redistribute itself to
adjacent concrete elements, and there would be really no
effect on the sladb itself.

The stresses are very lov. The compressive
stresses do not govern concrete design. You have ti get
up to very, very high reinforcing steel ratios before
compressive stresses govern, and ve are not anyvhere
near those reinforcing steel stresses.

MR. DENTON: Are any of these valls or floors
pressure bearing, and by that I mean pressure-retaining
vells or floors?

MB. LONGLAIS: Do you recall off-hand?

¥E. REKLACTIS: We had come holes in the
containment vall, a fev holes, but they vere not true
through holes thrcugh the valls. They vere for
expansion anchors up to 6 inches deep and maybe one inch
in diametere.

wR. KNIGHT: How thick was that vall?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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KR. REKLACTIS: That wvall wvould be 6-foot

thick.

¥R. DELGEORGE: 2né those were all on the
outer surface.

MR. REKLACTIS: ©On the outer surface. They
414 not compromise the boundary of the contalinment.

ER. KOSTAL: That is a post-tension element.

¥R, LIPINSKI: 1In the affidavit there vas a
statement that the drillings vere holes made in the
reactor building at elevation 710 and 735 in the reactor
building wall. KNov in this presentation you do not show
aﬁ srea -- these are internal valls. Is that right?

XB. LONGLAIS: These are all the valls and
slabs.

ER. DELGEORGE: On a BWR containment you have
to be sure to distinguish betveern the primary
containment boundary and the reactor building valls.
Those are two different surfaces.

¥R. LIPINSKI: 1I1f I remember right in the
affidavit a statement vas made that it vas the elevation
that I indicated, and in the reacter building 2nd the
primary containment. Is that correct?

¥R. DELGEORGE: No reference vas made to
primary containment that I can remenbere.

¥R. DEFTON: I had assumed the reference vas

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 to so-called secondary containment, not primary

s
N
2 contaicnent. That is a gcod peint. -~
(n 3 MR. SCHWENCER: On page & o0f the affidavit,
e 4 the affldavit says reactor building, Unit 1 at elevation

5 below 710.

€ ¥R. CHAN; In that tadle in the last colusn,
7.do you think the numerator and the denczinator ought to
8 be reversed?

9 EB. LONGLAIS: Yes, that's right, it should

10 be. T‘at is vhy ve are getting a number greater than

11 ocne. Yes.

12 ER. DELGEORGE: One point of 1ntetes£ that ve
13 might comment on is that there are tvo specific -
O 14 allegations in the affidavit by m—

15 respect to-activities in tvo areas o! t!e plant. We

16 delieve, because of the record-keeping process that ve

17 have had in place, that ve have been able to identify
18 the records associated with those tvo areas.

19 In fact, I believe we have one cf then here.
20 You vill re2pember from the éffidavit an indication that
21 the phalanges of a beam vere con?act;d as the result of
22 drilling through a floor. We have fdentified wvhat ve
23 believe to de the source of that report. There is, in

o 24 fact, a2 non-conformance report written and documented

25 evidence of an engineering evaluation of the reported
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damage.

Now, civen the vageries of the infornaticr

provided in the affidavit, ve cannot be certain that
vhat ve found vas what vas alleged to have existed.
Hovever, it appears to us that ve can find the darage
suggested in the affidavit.

This is true cf the other instance as vell,
but I am realuctant to talk about that one in more detail
because ve have not confirmed it ourselves, the point of
the discussion being that ve believe our records are
very conoplate.

ER. NORELIUS: What confidence do you have
that these hits and all have been put into the record?

¥R. DELGEORGE: As ve indicated earlier, that
have been both audits and surveillances conducted Dby
site contractor and Comronvealth Edison QA personnel
during the course of drilling and coring of the holes
initisted in the late seventies through 1581-1582. We
have, becauce of the enphasis placed by this petition,
gone back t> assure ourselves by requesting each site
contractor to identify all damage repcrts so that ve can
cross-correlate those records received by the architect
engineer versus those records prepared by the site
contractors, and ve are in the process of verifying that

ve have in fact revieved each of the reports developed

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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at the site.

Eased 02 the raviev that has been cocnduct.é tc
date, ve are not vare of an} discrepancies in that
process.

¥R. NORELIUS: You menticned that ¢ha prograsa
started in 1976, the contrcl program that you have. How
does that relate to the drilling that has been done?

¥R. LEE; Dan?

¥R. SHAMBLIN: Yes. We vent back and took a
look at vhere ve stood on electrical and mechanical
{nstallation from our progress reports, and in the
electrical area from a cost control report for the
period ending October 20, 1976, vhich is a pericd of
approxirately vhen the first revision of LSC came out,
the first draft of it., Cable pan installation, ve had
11,260 feet of cable pan out of 119,800 fect of cable
pan installed. The 119,000 vas based on tvo units.

That represents 9.t percent of the cable tray
installed.

Exposed conduits “Hc had no exposed conduit
installed at that point in time. Lighting: We had
2,163 of 9,876 fixtures installed at that peint in
time. I think ve used the shorter anchors on the
1ighting, quarter-inch anchors. We had no cable pulled,

and this again is consistent'vith 1f ve didn't have any
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In the area of pipinq installation, for the
period ending Decenmber 31, 1976, piping supports, ve had
1,917 of 17,745 piping supports {nstalled. Piping,
2-1/2 inch and larger, ve had 51,657 feet of 310,926
feet installed; and ctainless steel piping, ve had 3,909
feet of 79,269 feet of stainless steel piping. all
sizes, installed. Nov these nurbers include the vhole
plant, both safety and nonsafety-related areas.

In revievwing one of the progress reports at
that point in time, ve did4 find out that the HVAC
contractor vas not vorking in any safety-related areas
at that point in time. This vas the progress report
dated Decesmber 10, 1976. He was vorking in the
nonsafety areas only and he had rnot ctarted vork in the
safety-related areas.

¥R. LEEs Pricsarily in the service building?

¥R. SHAMBLIN: Primarily in the service
puilding, and the lover elevations of the turbine
puilding. The main electrical contractor vas ipstalling

1ighting in reactor number one and number two and in the

aux buildingse.
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He vas installing cable pans in the reactor

one turbine znd atux duildings, and he was iastalling
comaunications, vhich 1is a - the :ype cf anchors yov
may use on that is similar to the lignting in the
reactor area acx building, service building, and lake
screen house.

The piping contractor vas installing service
vater, cycle condensate, clean condensate, closed
cooling vater piping in the reactor building Unit 1, and
he had just started the installation of Section 3 high
and lov pressure core¢ spray and residval heat renoval
hangerse.

Yot have to remember that the amount of
expansion anchor vork that would have been going on at
that time wvould have been very, very minimal, decause it
vas a clear building that the contractors vere adle tc
get into and hang froa the enbedment plates. So ve are
concluding that the amount of concrete expansion aanchor
york that ven+ on prior to September 197€ or the fall of
1976, vas very, very nlninai.

¥R. SORELIUS: Thank you.

¥R. DENTON: let me return to the slide that
you have showvn. The lovest pargin appears to be in a2rea
nuznber one. That is dowvn to 1.05. Your sanpple is

actually rather small. In viev of the large number of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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potentially damaged bars. Howv far do you intend to look
for remedial action? Aze you going to lcok beck, vall
by vall? Do you consider this a2 saaple to base a
judgment on?

KB. LONGLAIS: %9e feel satisfied that our
initial engineering judgzent wvas adeguate. We feel that
ve have picked out nine critical areas. We have
1emonstratad that ve still have a factor of greater than
one. We do not feel it is necessary to ¢o back at this
point in time.

MBE. DENTON: It is not very much greater than
one. Your sanmple is ==

MR. LONGLAIS: All ve need is “one."

MR. LEE: We have been accused of overbuilding
there, or some of the utilitles have recently, that ve
have not paid enough attention to quantities, and vhat
have you, aad that ve are overdesigned. So "one" doos
not nean here that if we go to .59 the building ic going
to f£fall down.

¥R. DESTON: Well, I vas trying to relate tc
the number that Jim Knight raised vhere he said there
may be 50,000 holes either drilled or cored. There may
be a thousand of those that are greater than 2 inches,
or some such number. Of those 1000 holes that may be

greater tham 2 inches, hov many of them are sampled 4in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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this table? It looks like =--

#R. LONGLAIS: Mavbe less than 1 pe:cent;

¥B. LEE: There v;re only 3000 that had any
xrind of even a nick report, let alone a cut or zn actcal
rebar replacement. So out of the 50,000, only
3000-and-sone had any indication of contact with a
reinforcing bar.

¥R, DENTON: Well in the column labeled
"sunber of damaged rebar locations,” do you assume all
these are cut?

¥E. LONGLAIS: We assume all of these to have
been cut, when in fact the number may have only.bccn
nicked.

¥R. XKOSTAL: I wvould like to clarify one
thing. ¢that 1.05 in Tom's earlier comment regarding the
sargins that exist, if ve took the actual concrete
strength, that number is actually 1.2. It is rot 1.05,
because we typically have 10 to 30 percent increase in
capacity of the concrete ang steel that existe cut in
that pl;nt compared to the original design. £o that is
not even taken into account.

Sé vhen it says "from an engineering point of
view ve feel ve have adeguate safety margins,™ tlere are
additional margins on top of that 1.05 that are

availadble to us, if any additionazl assessment was

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,



10

"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

12

21

8

24

25

required, vhich ve do not delieve is needed.

%R. DENTON: Are you szying then that these .
calculations of margins vith and 2ithout holes are using
design strength, not ~--

¥R. KOSTAL: That is design strength, not
actual zaterial strength; and it is autcmatically
required required that the actual material strengths
pust be greater than design strengths, and ve have-- you
knowvw, Ediscn has documentation to show that the level of

that increased capacity . nge is vell adbove the 15

‘ percent rangee.

EB. LIPINSKXI: PBut that depends con hov ve
define the margins. If the margin is defined on the
basis of ACI 3.18, then ve are using the code
allovables.

¥B. KOSTAL: The margin is defiped based upon
vhat is comaitted to in the FSAR, vhich vas revieved and
agreed to by Staff.

MB. LIPINSKI: Fine. Then ve are talking
abdout=-- |

MR. XOSTAL: Which is greater than ACI. Your
pargins are less than wvhat is alloved for ACI.

MR. LIPINSKI: No, but you bring up another
point. You bring up the acttal concrete strength.

¥Re. KOSTAL: I anm ésyinq that it is available

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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41f it is reguired to be called upon, vhich is not taken
into account i this essessrment.

¥R. LIPINSK1: Ve are avare of that fact, but
4# ye are assessing the margin on the basis of code
allovables, then this is one thing. But you bring up
another point.

¥R. LONGLAIS: The margin is basc ! upon the
design strength of the concrete element. That design
strength is calcniated per the applicable requirenents
of ACI 3.18. That is divided by the design stresses in
the concrete elezent, vhich vere calculated using the
committed-to cesign requirements in the LaSalle FSAB.

¥R. DEFTONs I vant to get back to statistical
confidence just one more time. The number of damaged
pars £or vhich you have done this calculation cannot add
up to much over 100.

¥R, LONGLAIS: That is correct.

ME. DENTONs And you are suying the nunmber of
bars actually damaged 1is vhgt? 30007

¥R. LONGLAIS: Aaproxlnately that, yes.

¥BE. D”. 8¢ And then you tried to select
these, pic*. , or. : that you thought vere more likely to
shov detericration than not. PEut still, vhat level of
confidence do you think this represents vhere you have

fdentified holes that vill actually keep the structure

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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fronm pecforming its function? r
¥R. LOXGLAIS: I personally foel ve have done
a conplete Jjob in this assessaente I telieve ve have

been very conservative in our engineering assessnents

~hroughout the entire prograc. And in all the areas ve
have looked at in selecting highly congested rebar
damages, be they nicks or cuts, ve have demonstrated
that ve have a factor of safety greater than one.

Again, I think the proof of the pudding is in looking at
the dravings and looking at how sparsely most of these
reinforcing steel damages do occure.

fe have tried to select areas that appear to
be congested. Ore area here vhere it appeared that ve
had a stress problem, ve did isolate that and shoved
that ve still had sufticlent pargin.

3. DELGEORGE: The point that needc tc be
pade is that the engineering evaluation is 100 percent
conplete for all concrete elements. That is, ve have
re?iéved these dravings and performed an assesszent for
each of the concrete elenenis. we have done arn
additional analytical assesszent to verify the
evaluation that has been done for all valls, and ve have
fﬁund that there is nothing in this analytical
assessment of the pine valls shovn to suggest that the

100 percent review that ve aid vas inajequate.

ALDERSON AEPORTING COMPANY, INC,
NASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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So on that basis statistcally ve have looked

et 100 percext of the elesents involved, 2nd ve have
done a3 over-inspectliocn of ; linited number of those
valls, or concrete elements.

¥BR. DENTOK: I propose that ve take a break ir
a gozent to> perhaps mull over vhat ve have heard; but
before ve do, let me ask Xrs. Goodie if she wvould like
to make any compents?

MS. GOODIE: Not at this point, thank you.

NR. PURPLE: One part of the petition speaks
to asking us to not allow fuel to be loaded, because 1f
fuel vould be loaded you would be unadble to have access
to areas that needed repair, and so forth and so on. Do
you have anything to provide on that?

¥R. DELGEORGE: Yes. If you will remember, I
asked that ve defe- that, and nov looks like a good time
to tzlk about it. The patition does say that inmediate
attention is required prior to plant operation. 1In
saterials that we have subnitted to the Staff, you are
avare that our lov-powver te;t startup progrem involves
certain hold points.

From the date at which fuel is started to be
loaded into the reactor vessel, there is a period of
approximately tvo months before the first criticality is

reached. During that period of time, ve do not feel

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,



e e e e+ e

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

B

24

25

-

B T ———— - — ] ———— - e

that there is any jecpardy to the continuation of an

evaluaticn, and there its no radiztice level that needs

to be addressed anyvhere in the plant.

Beyoni that, it is our view, based on the

experience in starting up similar reactors at Dresden

and Quad Cities, that over the full course of the five

percent pover license that ve have reguested, that the

radiation levels in those areas cf the plant subject to

inguiry here would not be such that a continuing review

or inspection would be precluded. So it is our feeling

that the immediacy suggested in the petition is

overstated.

¥R. LEEz And I guess I would say that in fact

after 12 years of operation on Dresden, it wvould not,

from a radiation standpoint, preclude evaluations and

inspections. MAfter all, ve do maintain all of that

equipment.

¥R. DENTON:

Any other guestions anyone voula

l1ike to raise defore ve take a break?

(No respcnse.)

NR. DENTON:

Let us breai for about 10 minutes

and try to get back a few minutes before 3:00.

(Recess.)
XR. PURPLE:

(Pause.)

let's get started again.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Harold vas unable to come baci. FHe vas called
avay. He acsked me to continue the reeting =-- continve,
or close the zeceting, I suspect. I think Commonvealth
Edison has presented all you intended to present today,
I trust?

MR, DELGEORGE: I would like tc supplement the
record vith one fact.

¥R. PURPLE: All right.

ER. DELGEORGE: Early in the discussion 2
question vas raised relative to vhether or not ve had
performed a reinforcement steel ascessment of the
off-gas building roof. We have verified Dby
conversations vith our consultant, and ve have in fact
performed a siailar evaluation of tﬁo off-gas bdullding
roof to vhat has been descrided here. And is it true
that a draving like this exists for that slab?

¥R. BEXKLACTIS: There are two cuts that vere
noted, and they vere observed, and there are several
nicks which are not detrizental.

¥B. DELGEGRGEs The point being that although
only safety related concrete elexents are addressed in
the package ve have provided you today, ve have been
able to determine that the off-gas building roof, which
is a non-safety related structure, vas also evaluated in

a similar vay.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥R. PURPLE: Okaye. Well, I bring Harold's

tharks for everybady who cane on such short notice. The
information we have received today vill certainly help
as kick off our revieve.

de vill accept those 90 dravings and turn then
over to the Staff for a subsegquent look. We are, and
have been I guess from an earlier notification of
possible problems with holes at the site, the Regional
O0ffice has initlated 4ts own inguiry into the facts, and
that is continuing and vill continue.

We cannot identify today any specific
additional information ve need from the utility to help
us conplete it. It is possidble that ve maYy ask for
some. 1f so, Ve vill certainly get the reguest to You
promptly. Recognizing your scheduler needs, ve
certainly would intend to put what resources ve need td
£ipish this up as rapidly as possible.

Harold did ask me to pass on, in follow-on to
the gquestion he esked a couple of times, his concern
abdout the last chart ve sav“vith statistics, and vhether
or not that really gives you and him and us sufficient
statistical confidence that you reaily have found all
the places. I think if there had not been one number

that came as lov as 1.05, he might not have been as

25 concerned; but again, I do not vnow that ve are going to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) £54-2348
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ask that you do any more, but you may vant to be
thinking about that.

I think you have délivered today all the
feports that you menticned? Do ve have all of that
information?

XR. DEiSEOBGE: I believe so. Before ve leave
ve vill check vith vhoever you think has a complete
package, and wve vill --

ER. PURPLE: The Project Manager, I hope.

ER. LEE: I might Jjust say, by respcnding to
that last concern of Harold Denton's, that in fact, I
think as Lou has said, that wve have looked at ve think
100 percent.

MR. PURPLE: Yes; I understand thaf.

ER. LEE; It is really only a sampling
verification, in 2 sense. So that a look by your
experts at these prints hopefully vill give the sanme
conclusions. Again, ve can only zake the plea that ve
have spent a lct of time onlthis effort.

¥e, Jjust on a kinﬁ of a back-cf-the-envelope
estimate, vhile ve vere having a gquick sandvich before
ve came over here, estimated that ve probably spent more
than one man-year vorth of effort in five days, and that
is not counting all the effort that is indicated here by

the people who have come vho.should be back at the site
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1¢ there is a problem. ve soelé be snxlous te
get into it as quickly as anybody. We are convinced
that there is no probler here, and that ve ought to move
as quickly as ve cane. And there 1is certainly no
justification for holding up low-pover testing.

¥R. PURPLEs Nrs. Goodie, are there any
comments you wish to nake?

§S. GOODIEs We certainly appreciate the
prompt response to the NRC to the petition. We
recognize that the decision is yours to sake.
Unfortunately, ve vere not able to have our consultant
here, so there was very 1ittle, or nothing that I could
say technically. obviously. But he will be looking at
all the informatior 2as soon as I can get it to his
office.

XR. PURPLEs We were Vvery glad to have you
here *odaye.

1¢ there is nothing further, the peeting will
pe closed. Thank you very ﬁuch.

(Whereupon, at 3310 PeBey the meeting vas

adjourned.)
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