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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

APPLICATION Of TEXAS UTILITIES
GENERATING COMPANY , ET AL. FOR AN
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CASE'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO APPLICANTS AND REQUESTS TO PRODUCE

COMES WOW CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy), bereinafter referred
to as CASE, Intervenor herein, and files this, its Second Set of Interrogatories
to Applicants and Requests to Produce.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.7k0b and 2.74l, please ansver the following interroga-
tories in the maoner set forth herewith. Each interrogatory should be ansvered
fully in vriting, under ocath or affirmation, and include all pertinent informa-
tion known to Applicants, their officers, directors or employees as vell as 22y
pertinent information known to their uvi.oz.'l or counsel. Fach request to produce
applies to pertinent documents vhich are in the possession, custody or coutral
of Applicants, their officers, directors or employees as vell as their advisors

or counsel. Ansver each interrogatory in the order in vhich it is asked, numbered

to correspond to the oumber of the interrogatory; do not combine ansvers. Flease
identify the person providing each ansver or respoose.
These interrogatories and requests to produce shall be continuing in oature.

Thus, any time Applicants obtain information vhich renders aay previous respouse
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incorrect or indicates that a response vas incorrect vheno made, Appuunt'.;
should supplement their previous respounse to the appropriate interrogatory

or request to produce. Applicants sbhould also supplement their responses as
necessary vith respect to identification of each person expected to be called
at the hearing as an expert vitness, the subject matter of his or her testimouy,
aod the substance of that testimony. The term "documents” shall include any
writings, dravings, graphs, charts, photographs, reports, studies, and other
data compilations from wvhich 1n.fo_tion can be obtained. We request that at
s date or dates to be agreed upon by mutual conscct, Applicaats make available
for inspection and copying all documents which CASE has specifically requested
or subject to ‘he requests set forth below. All interrogatories vhich do not

request documents should be ansvered pursuant to 10 CFR 2.7k0b(b).

CASE'S INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS TO PRODUCE

Contention 5. The Applicants' failure to adhere to the quality assurance/quality
control provisions required by the construction permits for- Comanche Peak, Units
1l and 2, and the requirements of Appendix B of 10 CFR Part 50, and the coustruction
practices employed, specifically in regard to concrete work, mortar blocks, steel,
fracture toughness testing, expaansion joints, placement of the reactor vessel

for Unit 2, velding, inspectioc and testing, materials used, craft labor quali-
fications and vorking conditions (as they may affect QA/QC), lack of compliance,
failure to report items of non-compliance, lack of methods of identification

and contral of oonconformance, program surveillance, procedural deficiencies,
storage of electrical components, failure to follow pipe fabrication procedures,
failure to follos equipment maiantenance, and possible damage to the pressurizer,
have raised substantial questions as to the adequacy of the coastruction of the
facility. As a result, the Commission cannot make the findings required by

10 C!ll 50.27(a) necessary for the issuance of an operating license for Camanche
Peak.

1 CASE has incorporated into the vording of this cootention the Inspection wra

Enforcement Report subjects identified in ACORN's Offer of Proof of 8/29/80,
pursuant to the Board's Rulings of 10/31/80.



1. CASE is oow receiving copies of the Inspection and Eaforcement Reports (IAE
Reports) from the NRC Regiooal Office in Arlington, Texas.

cl

Will Applicants please add CASE to their mailing list to begio receiving
copies of Applicants' snsvers to such ILAE Reports and other related
correspondence &t the same time Applicants send their responses to NRC?

Itmmwa.;bonionl,pl“.dﬁumhummmt
oumber of the first such sosver CASE is to receive.

If the ansver to a. above is 80, vhy oot?

2. CASE 1s nov receiving copies of requests to Applicants from the NBC aaking
for further information, clarification of previocusly supplied information,
etc., regarding information pertinent to CASE's Contention S.

Will Applicants please add CASE to their mailing list to begin receiving
copies of Applicants' responses to such requests and other related cor-
respondence at the same time Applicants send their responses to the NRC?

If the ansver to a. above is yes, please advise the date and specific
information subject of the first such ansver CASE is to receive.

If the ansver to a. above 1is no, vhy not?

Will Applicants supply copies of such Applicants' responses,vhich CASE
vill specify, to requests previcusly made by the NRC which Applicants
have not yet supplied as a supplement to their FSAR? (We mesn will
Applicants go abead and send us copies of these, rather than Just making
them available for inspection and copying?)

If the ansver to d. above is no, vhy not?

Regardiog Questicns 3 tirough lhfollowing: The folloving questions are regard-

ing documents supplied by Applicants in response to CASE's Pirst Request for
Information. On October 2, 1980, CASE came to Applicants' offices and revieved

documents vhich vere ansvers to specific CASE quuuonn Regarding those docu-
ments, please ansver the following questions:

3. The dates covered by the Deficiency and Disposition Report (DDR) logs which
CASE vas supplied vere 3/17/75 through 3/31/77.

Have DDR logs been replaced vith some other type of reporting system?
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3, (continued)

b. If the ansver to 3.a. is yes, vhat type of reporting systeam replaced
them?

¢. If the ansver to 3.a. is yes, vhen 4id the nev reporting system go
into effect?
Specifically, vhat vas the date of thr last IDR log entry, and
vhat vas the date of the first log eotry under the nev reporting
system?

d. If the ansver to 3.a. is no, vhat is the date of the most receat entry
made on the DDR log as of the time you ansver these interrogatories?

e. If the ansver to 3.a. is no, vas 3/31 /77 the most re~eut DDR report
vhich had been recorded as of 10/2/801?

f. If the ansver to 3.e. is yes, hov long does it take between the time
s DDR report is written up and the time it is recorded on the DDR log?

g. If the ansver to 3.e. is yes, vhy does it take so long between the time
4 DDR report is vritten up and the time it is recorded on the DIR log?

h. If the ansver to 3.e. is no, vhy vas CASE not supplied with the more
receant DDR logs?

k., The dates covered by the Non-Ccaformance Frport (NCR) logs for TUGCO wvere
7/10/80 through 8/4/80 (vith five in progress). Regarding the NCR logs for TUGCO:

a. Do both Brovn & Root and TUGCO still prepare NCR's?

b. What is the date of the rrst receut entry made on the NCR log for
TUGCO as of the time you ansver these interrcgatories?

c. Was 6/4/80 the most recent NCR report vhich had been recorded as of
10/2/801

d. If the ansver to k.c. is yes, how long dou_tt take between the time
an NCR report is vritten up and the time it is recorded on the NOR
log?

e. If the sasver to k.c. is yes,wvay does it take s0 long between the time
an NCR report is wvritten up snd the time it is recorded on the NCR
log?

f. If the ansver to k.c. is 0o, vhy was CASE not suj:iled with the more
recent NCR logs? ‘
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5. The dates covered by the Non-Conformance Report (NCR) logs for Brown & Root

vere &/7/T7 through 6/5/80. Regarding the NCR logs for Brown & Root:

a. What is the date of the most recent entry made on the KCR log for Brown
& Root as of the time you ansver these interrogatories?

b. Was 8/5/60 the most recent NCR report vhich had been recorded as of
10/2/801

¢. If the ansver to 5.0. is yes, bow long does it take between the time
an NCR report is written up and the time it is recorded on the NCR
log?

d. If the ansver to 5.b. is yes, vhy does it take so long between the time
an NCR report is vritten up and the time it is recorded on the NCR log?

e. If the ansver to 5.b. is 0o, vhy vas CASE not supplied vith the more
recent NCR logs?

The dates covered by the Corrective Action Request (CAR) logs were 10/31/75
through 6/10/80.

a. What is the date of the most recent entry made on the CAR log as of
the time you ansver these i{nterrogatories?

b. Was 6/10/80 the most recent CAR report vhich had been recorded as of
10/2/801

c. If the ansver to 6.b. is yes, hov long does it take betveen the time
a CAR report is vritten up and the time it is recorded on the CAR log?

d. If the ansver to 6.b. is yes, vby does it take so long betveen the time
a CAR report is vritten up and the time it is recorded on the CAR log?

e. If the ansver to 6.b. is no, vhy wvas CASE not supplied with the more
recent CAR logs?

Is it correct that the only audits vhich have been parformed by insurers
(1ndustrial risk, builder's risk, etc.) on vork done at the Comanche Peak
plant are as follovs; and are the referenced items all the items regarding
such sudits?
6-pages, 5/25/79, Brown & Root to National Board of Boiler & Pressure
Vessel Inspectors
1-page, 6/25/79, Browvn & Root to Matiooal Board of Boiler & Pressure
Vessel Inspectors
6-pages, 6/8/79, from National Board of Boiler & Pressure Vessel Inspectors
B-pages, 4/17/79, from Mational Board of Boiler & Pressure Vessel luspectors
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10.

12.

13.

1k,

15.

If the ansver to Question 7 is .no, list the other audits vhich have been
done (ve are not asking for coples to be provided for inspection and copyiong
in tul quoouon. ve vaot to know vhich other audits have been performed).

If the snever to Questica 7 is no, provide for inspection and copying all
otber such sudits.

If the snsver to Question 7 is 0o, vhy vas CASE not provided v!th these
documents for inspection and copying on October 27

Is it correct that the only outside or sub-contractor evaluations, studies
or audits vhich have been conducted st CPSES (by sub-contractors or agents
of sub-contractors or by consulting firas or others, etc.) vas the Muenow
Report regarding problems vith the concrete "honeycombing” (approximately
200 pages or so) under a cover letter dated 5/5/807

If the ansver to Questicn 1l is no, list the other evaluations, studies

or audits wvhich have been done (ve are pot asking for coupies to be provided
for inspection and copying iu ®is questicn; ve vant to knov vhich other
audits have besn performed).

If the ansver to Question 1l is no, provide for inspection acd copyiog all
other such sudits.

If the ansver to Question 1l is no, vhy vas CASE pot provided with these
documents for inspection and copying on 10/2/801

Ianspection and Enforcement Report (I&E Report) 79-11 (under cover letter
of 5/14/79) iocluded an investigation of an allegation (Allegatiocn 1) tut.
"During s coocrete pour on the Unit 1 contaimment dome 1~ January 1979,
rain occurred vhich vashed avay part of the concrete. The affected area
vas repairei by the uss: of grout. Workers invclved vere requested to 'keep
it quiet.' Tvo vorkers, vho are still at the site, bave kncwledge of this
occurrence.” We are attiching a copy of IAE Report 79-11 (CASE pages 7
through 19); regarding it, ansver the following questions:

a. The third paragraph on page 10 of the report (CASE page 17) states:
"...it had become very clear that the licensee's Quality Assurance
program had broken down for the entire evening of Jaouary 18, 1979,
and that a substantial amount of concrete on the dome was of an unkaown
quality.”

Since that time, have any tests been done on that concrete to try
to ascertain its conteant sand/or quality?

b. If the aansver to 15.‘. is no, vhy hasn't this been done?
e R Tt T BT S € X VARl ‘eeen
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' 50-445/79-11 v 9 e

50-446/79-1

Apperdix A
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Based on the results of the NRC investigation conducted during the periods
April 2-3 and April 13-23, 1979, it appears that certain of your activities
were not conducted iz full compliance with the conditions of your NRC
Construction Permit No. CPPR-126 as indicated below"

Fa{lure to Implement the Quality Assurance Program For Civil
Construction ) he Quality “ssurance 2 e |

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion II requires that a quality assurance
program be established and implemented for the construction of the
structures important to safety of the nuclear plant. The Texas
Utilities Generating Company Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
Quality Assurance Plan affirms the intention to fulfill this require-
ment. The CPSES "Civil Inspection Manual" provides a body of
{nspection and testing procedures required to implement the Quality
Assurance Plan,

Contrary to the above:

On January 18, 1979, personnel of the civil construction labor
force placed an undetermined amount of concrete of an unknown
quality on the dome of the Unit 1 containment without the
knowledge of your Quality Assurance organization and without
benefit of required inspections and testing of the concrete.

This is an infraction.

.



U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION IV

Report No. 50-445/79-11; 50-446/79-11
Docket No. 50-445; 50-446 Category A2
Licensee: Texas Utilities Generating Company
: 2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201
Facility Mame: Comanche Peak, Units T & 2
Investigation at: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Glen Rose, Texas

Investigation Conducted: April 2-3 and April 13-23, 1979

Inspectors: : S/re

‘r4v4TTT{Taylor.ﬁesrdent Reactor Inspector, Projects te
Section .

/€52z255¢‘4;;44247 .!??cuf7zi,
4%;.. ~Tomlinson, Reactor Inspector, Engineering te

Support Section (April 13, 1979, Interview )

K. B. Beach, Reactor Inspector, Engineering
Support Section (April 23, 1979, Interview)

Approved: H—E‘U—‘%{% 79/ 7,
~ A. Crossman, Chief, Projects Section te
é; s Az ¥% 7,
" all, Chief, Engineering Support Section e
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INTRODUCTION

Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Units ) and 2, are under
construction in Somerville County, Texas, near the town of Glen Rose,
Texas., Texas Utilities Generating Company is the Construction Permit
holder with Brown and Root, Inc., as the constructor and Gibbs and Hill,
Inc., as the Architect/Engineer.

REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

The Region IV Reactor Construction and Engineering Support Branch office
received a telephone call from a former CPSES employee who reported
several allegations indicating a potential breakdown in the CPSES Quality
Assurance program,

SUMMARY OF FACTS.

© On March 30, 1979, the Region IV Reactor Construction and Engineering
Support Branch received a telephone call from a party who identified
himself as a former CPSES employee. The call was taken by an on-duty
Reactor Inspector in the Projects Section who in turn provided the
information to the assigned Resident Reactor Inspector at CPSES on
April 2, 1979. The allegations, as received or March 30, 1979, were:

1. During a concrete pour-on the Unit 1 contaiiment dome in January
1979, a rain occurred which washed away part of the concrete.
The affected area was repaired by the use of grout. Workers
involved were requested to "keep it quiet." Two workers, who
are still at the site, have knowledge of this occurrence.

2. The {dentity of a lot of "Q" and "~on-Q" pipe (6" or Tess) being
used for Unit 1 has been lost due to obliteration of heat numbers
by sandblasting and loss of identifying tags. Workers are guessing
as to the proper identification of the pipe.

3. A steam pipe intended for the Unit 1 turbine fell off of a truck
and struck a railroad track. It was taken back to a storage area
and hidden.

4. Third class helpers are being qualified in 1es§ than three month:
and are being used for safety related welding on Unit 1.

-3- CASE Page 10
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On April 13, 1979, the Resident Reactor Inspector assigned to CPSES

and accompanied by another Region 1V inspector interview:d the alleger
in an effort to obtain additional information on the allegations. The
additional information is summarized as follows: 3

’.

The concrete used for the repair was not grout as originally indi-
cated but was known to contain gravel. The concrete came from the
batch plant where it was mixed on the ground and carried in a bucket
to a tower crane at the Unit 1 Containment Building and hoisted to
the dome area. The work was accomplished sometime during the middle
of the second shift, possibly around 10:00 to 10:30 p.m. (Jamuary
1879, no day specified). .

The pipe 1n question was not prefabricated pipe but rather bulk pipe
joints. Sometimes, the pipe is sandblasted on the outside (rate of
occurrence not identified) which removes all of the heat marking
used for traceability.

The steam pipe was being moved during the second shift from the
“Dodd's Spur" storage area to the plant area when it was dropped
off the truck. A couple of the large “cherry-picker" type cranes

" were dispatched to the indicent to pick up the pipe and place it

back on the truck. The crew with the truck decided instead to

put the pipe back into the storage area and leave it there for
another shift to pick up and perhaps be blamed for damaging the
pipe. The alleger did not know if the pipe had actually suffered
any damage. He was aware the pipe in question was "nciu-Q" but
expressed a concern that {f the craft could get away with a cover-
up on "non-Q," they probably are also doing it on the "Q" pipe and
other equimgment.

The alleger {ndicated he was concerned with what must be incompetent

welders working on "Q" welds, since they could not have very much
experience and still only be considered third class labor.

CONCLUSIONS

Research of various records and interviews with both craft labor and
Brown & Root QC personnel produced the following conclusions:

1.

The allegation relative to the concrete placement on the dome of
Unit 1 is essentially correct and is evidence of a breakdown in
the 1icensee's Quality Assurance program. The incident will be
considered an item of noncompliance.

-4- CASE Page 11



The allegation relating to the loss of pipe traceability markings
coi’d not be confirmed. The Resident Reactor Inspector's finding

wae that on occasion the sandblasting, with attendant loss of readily
visible markings, probably does occur through human error, but that
there are other means which will re-establish the identity of the
pipe without guessing on the part of the craft labor force.

The p1p1n2 in the "Dodd's Spur" storage area is for the turbine
portion of the plant and is not safety related from a nulcear
standooint and is therefore not within the jurisdiction of the
NRC inspection program. The more generalized concern of cover-up
of improper handling practices is not consistent with the obser-
vations of the Resident Reactor Inspector and other NRC inspectors
made during the course of routine inspections. The allegation
cannot be verified or refuted at this time, but should subsequent
observations verify that the alleged situation is occurring,
appropriate action wiil be taken.

Welders are qualified in accordance with the provisions of the
ASME Bofler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section IX, "Welding and
Brazing Qualifications,” as required by NRC regulations and the
Ticensee's commitments as contained in the Safety Analysis Report
submitted to obtain a Construction Permit. The labor classifica-
tion, and therefore the pay, of the welders is not an element of
the ASME Code welder qualification program, only the ability of
the person being tested to weld on a specified weld coupon.

«5- CASE Page 12



DETAILS e

Persons Contacted

Non-Licensee or Contractor Persons

The alleger is a former employee of Brown & Ront (the sitz general
contractor). The person identified himself as a former equipment
operator and foreman of equipment operators.

‘Principal Licensee Employees

Construction Manager, Texas Utilities Generating Co.
Supervisor of Product Assurance, Texas Utilities Generating Co./
Gibbs & HiN

Brown & Root, Inc.

Project General ‘fanager

Construction Project Marager

General Foreman, Building Department
Superintendent, Building Department
Quality Control Inspector, Civil

‘Preliminary Investigation - April 2-3, 1979

a. Allegation 1: The Resident Reactor Inspecto~ (RRI) initiated
a preliminary investigation of the allegation as soon as
received. The RR! was aware that a number of concrete place-
ments had been necessary to complete the dome area of Unit 1
and that a substantial portion of these placements occurred
in January 1979. Schedule completion data indicated that five
of the total of thirteer dome placements occurred in January

“1979, P:infall data for January was then obtained from the

licensee's meteorology unit which indicated rain had fallen
on Jaraury 15, 1979 ?with the rainfall totalizer reset to
zero) 2nd aga’n in the period bhetween January 15 and 22, 1979,
when the totalizer was again zeroed. The data suggested that
placement 101-8805-013, the final placement on the dome, was
the most l1ikely tandidate since 2.72 inches of rain had occurred
about the :1ncement date of January 18, 1975. The RRI then
exzmined the QC inspection records for the placement which stated,
“Pour stopped z 8:00 p.m. 1/18/79 due to inclement weather. Pour
was topped out all but to a 30" radius which was cleaned up and
finished 1/19/79."

The RRI then interviewed the QC inspector of record for the $

placement and was informed that the placement had started
under good weather conditions on January 18, but that the

-6~ CASE Page 13



3.

werther subsequently developed into 2 light mist and drizzle

which did nct interfere with the placement. By late evening,

the weather dateriorated further and became a full rainstorm

with thunder and lightning. By 7:30 p.m. or so it was decided

that the placement would have to be stopped for reasons of

personnel safety. The placement area was covered to keep the

rain off the fresh concrete and the second shift was instructed

to water blast and clean up the area so the placement could be
resumed the followine day. ' -

b. Allegations 2, 3 & 4: No attempt was made to perform a pre-
1iminary inyestigation of these allegations since the infor- .
mation was too vague.

Licensee/Contractor Report of Allegations

During the course of the above preliminary investigation, personnel

of the licensee's management and QA organizations approached the

RRI and stated that they too had received an allegation relative to
the dome placement. It was stated that licensee management had
received a teleprone call on or about March 19, 1979, on the subject
and that 1icensee management had visited the alleger at his home on
March 20, 1979, to ascertain the facts of the allegation. The alieger
then was tnvited to visit the site and discuss the allegation, which
the alleger is reported to have done on March 26, 1979. On the basis
of these interviews, the licensee's Product Assurance personnel under-
took an investigation which concluded that the aliegation had no merit.

Interview with Alleger by NRC Personnel

The Region IV office made several attemnts to establish contact with y
the alleger during the period following March 30, 1979, when the

allegation was received, through April 12, 1979, when the interview

date and location were established. The RRI and another MRC inspector

met with the alleger and a friend on April 13, 1979.

The alleger provided the following information about himself:

a. He had been employed by Brown & Root at CPSES for 2-1/2 to 3
years and had quit in mid-March because he was dissatisfied
with how the night shift equipment operators were being
dispatched and supervised.

b. He had been an equipment operator, prima=ily on cherry-pickers,
and also a foreman for equipment operators at an earlier time.

-7- CASE Page 1k



5.

€. He stated that he had made the allegatiofis to 1icensee management
and Brown & Root management earlier but had not been at all sat-
{sfied with the answers he had received to his allegations.

The alleger provided the following additional information relative to
each of the allegations:
Allegatfion 1: The incident occurred well after “he time that

the placement had been stopped. He could not be sure of the

time but thought it was probably 10:00 to 10:30 p.m. when some
squipment was dispatched to the concrete batch plant to.bring

down a bucket of concrete to Unit 1 and thought it strange. The
concrete was taken to the dome by a tower crane. He was sure

that the concrete was not batched by the batch plant and certainly
was not delivered by the usual concrete mix truck.

Allegation 2: The alleger made it clear that he was not referring
to completed pipe spools but rather to bulk pipe. The cherry-
picker operators routinely move the pipe from one location to
another on the site and that the pipe involved was bulk pipe or
joints. He stated that the pipe was sometimes sandblasted in such
a way as to obliterate the heat number markings or tags and that
he was pretty sure that there was a lot of unidentified pipe in

the safety systems in Unit 1. This sandblasting sometimes happened
to various steel forms used to make.supports.

Allegation 3: Thé alleger described being dispatched with his
equipment out to "Dodd's Spur" to pick up a length of pipe that
had fallen off a truck after being loaded. The pipe had fallen
on the spur railroad track. The RRI was not familiar with the
term "Dodd's Spur." The alleger stated it was the area were the
turbine components are stored. When he (the alleger) arrived at
the site of the incident, he was told not to reload the pipe on
“the truck but to take it back into the storage area and put it
down. The pipe crew indicated to him that they hoped that a day
shift crew would come for the pipe and would probably be blamed
for any damage that might have occurred to pipe when it fell.

He stated that he did not know if the pipe had been damaged. He
stated that he knew it was “"non-Q" pipe but thought the NRC should
be aware thzt such things were going on at the site.

Final Investigation - April 16-23, 1979

3. Allegation 1. The RRI obtained the craft labor time sheets for
both shifts for January 18 and 19, 1979. Review of the time
sheets for the day shift on January 18 indicated that a portion
of that shift worked on placement 101-8805-013. The records
indicated that the day shift was terminated at approximately
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8:30 p.m. relative to the placement as were the personnel at the
concrete batch plant. The batch plant has no second shift operators.
The RRI found that a large number of people, well in excess of fifty,
had then worked on the placement during a substantial portion of the
second shift. One crew of twelve people was shown by the time sheets
to have been placing concrete, a notatfon not consistent with the
fact that the batch plant was closed during the shift. The RRI then
utilized the time sheets to develope a 1ist of persons to be inter-
viewed in connection with the incident with special concentration °
on the persons listed on the time sheet indicating "placing concrete
101-8505-013." The B&R personnel office records indicated that
eight of the ten names included in this specitic crew had been.
terminated at various times since January 18; the records did not
suggest that any actfon was being taken to get rid of possible
confirmatory personnel.

Late on April 17, 1979, two of the senior B&R construction manage-
ment personnel very informally asked the RRI how the investigation
of the allegations was coming along. The RRI responded that the
on-site phase appeared to be complete and that NRC personnel would
undertake the effort to locate and interview selected personnel
immediately since it appeared that the allegation might be well
founded. They asked the RRI if they could check with their people
down to the General Foreman level as to the incident the night of
January 18. The RRI indicated that such an inquiry on their part
would progab1y not interfere with any future investigative action
by the NRC. ;

On April 18, 1979, the licensee's Product Assurance Supervisor
informed the RRI that he had information which indicated that the
incident had occurred and that the craft G2neral Foreman was the
person responsible.

On Apri) 23, 1979, the RRI, actompanied by another NRC Inspector,
interviewed the General Foreman and his immediate supervisor, the
night shift B&R Building Department Superintendent. These men
related that on the night of January 13 the weather seemed to worsen
and got to the point where the rain was so heavy that the people
could hardly see. The freshly placed concrete developed into a
problem when the plastic cover could not take the rainfall water
load. Scme of concrete began to sag back down the dome slope and
one small area actually washed out and fell to the ground below.
These men related that they and their entire crew of up to about
one hundred-fifty worked on into the night trying to save a very
bad sftuation. The sagged concrete was worked back into position
and the crew protected it in any way they could to allow it to
take a set. s
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The General Foreman went to the batch plant, got it open and
operated the plant himself to make enough material to patch the
washed out area. He stated that he found the design mix data
used for the concrete on the dome and calculated the necessary
weight of ingredients to prepare a half a cubic yard of concrete.
The required data was put into the control system for the back-up
dry batch plant, dropped into a skiff, and carried over to the
quarter yard concrete mixer at the site test laboratory. It was
mixed fn two batches and placed into a skiff and carried to the
dome where most of the half yard was used as a patch in the
washed out area. .

Both the General Foreman amd his Superintendent were aware that
there were no Quality Control personnel around tn observe any of

. se actions since they had all gone home when the weather got
really bad. Both men related to the RRI a picture of almost panic
proportions in which the presence or absence of Quality Control
simply did not matter; they were going to save a concrete place=
ment from what they considered a disasterous situation, regardless.
They indicated that while the night shift Assistant Construction
Project Manager was generally aware of the situation on the dome
that night, he probably was unaware of the fact that Quality
Control personnel were not there or of the batching of the concrete
under the conditions indicated.

In response to a question from the General Foreman as to “what
happens now" the RRI stated that the NRC had no choice but to
issue a Notice of Violation to the licensee since it had become
very clear that the licensee's Quality Assurance grogram had
broken down for the entire evening of January 18, 1979, and that
2 sg?stant1al amount of concrete on the dome was of an unknown
quality.

Allegation 2. The RRI visited the paint shop sandblasting area
during the course of the final investigation to ascertain if
this allegatiun could reasonably happen. The RRI interviewed a
foreman of painters who is also in charge of the sandblasting
activity and was told that three main categories of piping
material routinely are sandblasted. These are:

(1) Completed carbon steel spool pieces which are blasted on
the outside prior to painting. The identity of these
pieces is on an attached stainless steel band on which
the identifying 15 encoded by stamping. Should the band
come off, the spool piece identity can be re-established
by the pipe fabrication shop since each spool is unique
and is fully described by isometric drawings.



(2) Carbon steel cut lengths, but otherwise in an unfabricated
condition, are sent to sandblasting tu have the inside cleaned
prior to further fabrication. The outside, which usually
carries the heat marking in paint is supposed to be untouched.

Bulk carbon steel pipe materfals used for making equipment
stands and supports is blasted and painted prior to fabrica-
tion. The material is used for such items as instrument
supports.

The RRI found a number of examples of each of the above categories
as well as steel shapes in the sandblast area. During the tour of
the area, the RRI did not find any material that could not be
identified except that in category three. The RRI interviewed one
of the sandblasting personnel and came to the conclusion that the
person might make an occasional mistake on category 2 material
since he seemed confused when asked what he was going to do with

a number of pieces ready for him to work on. It appeared that he

might well blast the outside of a pipe when he should blast the
inside.

Subsequent discussions with the paint shop foreman and with a

Brown and Root Quality Control inspector in the pipe fabrication
shop revealed that all cut, but unfabricated material, is trans-
ferred to the paint shop by memo which details the size, schedule
and length of the cut section and the pipe spool isometric drawing
involved. Should the outside of the pipe be inadvertently blasted,
the piece can be reidentified relatively easy by measuring its size,
schedule and length. The isometric cdrawing used to make the cut
length 1s annotated with the pipe heat number prior to the cutting
operation and verified by QC. It appeared most unlikely to the

RRI that two otherwise identical pieces but with different heat
numbers would be inadvertently blasted within the same time period.

The RRI concluded that the allegers remark that “workers are
guessing on the identity of pipe" might be true, but that there

was an adequate cross-check system built into the quality assurance
program to preclude untraceable pipe from being installed in the
safety related systems.

A11 of the steel shapes used in safety related supports for pipe
and cable tray that have been examined by the RRI and other NRC
inspectors have been sufficiently marked to establish their origin.
These materials are also subject to a system of quality control
verifications at various stages of fabrication sufficient to make
it very unlikely that any improperly identified or unidentified
material is used and installed.




Allegation 3: Based on the interview with the alleger, no further
action was taken to investigate the specifics of the allegation
since the pipe in question was clearly not safety related and
therefore not within the jurisdiction of the NRC inspection pro-
gram. The more general concern that the pipe handling incident
was a possible indicator of the general attitude of the craft
personnel, particularly the riggers and pipefitters, appeared to
be unfounded. The RRI has observed during many plant tours over
the past nine months (since August 1978) that the material hand-
ling activities of the craft personnel have been accomplished
under well controlled conditions in so far as they relate to
safety related equipment and materials. An allegation of possible
cover-up of improper actions by the craft personnel in behalf of
other craft personnel 1s almost impossible to either confirm or
completely refute.

Allegatfon 4: No further investigation was made into the charge
that third class welders are being used to perform safety related
piping system welds on the basis that the welders are all qualified
under a program prescribed by the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code .Section IX, "Welding and Brazing Qualification.” The applica-
tion of the Section IX program has been reviewed a number of times
by the RRI and other NRC inspectors since it was implemented at
CPSES. The implementation has beern found to be consistent with

the requirements. These requirements, however, do not address
themselves to the experience or inexperience of the person seeking
qualificatior as a welder, but rather to whether he can accomplish
a weld in one or more of the Code prescribed positions that will
pass the test criteria imposed by the Code. The terminology "third
class," as 1t applies to the labor force, relates primarily to the
pay category in which a person 1s hired and previous experience

{s a factor in this determination.
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15. (continued):

cl

d.

h.

1¢ the ansver to 15.a. is no, do Applicants cave any plans for such
testing in the future?

If the snsver to 15.c. is yes, vhat are these plans and vhen vill they
be done?

Regarding 15.c. and 15.4., bhave such plans been set forth in writing
tc .oe NRC from Applicants?

If the ansver to 15.e. is yes, vas this & response from Applicaats to
the NRC regarding ILXE Report 79-117

If the anever to 15.f. is no, vhat vas the designation assigned to such
plans and vhat vas the date of the cammunication in vhich this vas trans-
mitted to the NRC?

Provide for inspection and copying the documents referenced in 15.c through
& above.

WVhat is the present status of the concrete on the dome of the Unit 1
contaiment:

(1) Eas it been tested to ascertain its content and/or quality?

(2) Has testing determined that its cootent and quality is satisfactory
and vithin the requirements of Applicants and the NRC?

(3) If testing bas been done, describe briefly what kinds of tests

vere perfo , vho perforned such tests, vhether or not TUGCO ga/qc
inspector ~ present, whether or not WNRC ga/qc inspectors vere
present, aether or not TUGCO sand NRC inspectors both agreed
that tb <ot and quality is saticfactory and vithin the require-
ment Applicants and the NRC.

() 12 been done, vhat vere the results of such tests?

(5) Provide . atation for your ansvers to i(1) through (&) above

for inspection and copyling.

Provide the name of the individual or individuals vho ansvered questicas
15.a. through { Tove; if more than oane perscn ansvered, specify vhich
person ansvered ¢h specific portion of the questions.

Does the person(s) referenced in 15.). above have perscnal first-hand
knovledge of vhat happened regarding this particular Unit 1 dome concrete

pour?
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15. (continued):

16.

170

1.

0.

Do Applicants plan to have the individual(s) referenced in 15.). and
15.k. above testify during the operating license hearings?

If the ansver to 15.1. above is yes, vill such individual(s) be prepared
to ansver cross-exaamination questions regarding this incident?

If ths ansver to 15.1. above is no, vill such individual(s)- be svailable
to depose regarding this incident?

If the ansver to 15.a. above is 0o, vhy not?

With regard to I&E Report 80-01 (2/15/60), unresclved item, Class l-to-Class
2 Transition Orifices (see CASE 12/1/80 Supplement to CASE's Ansvers to
Applicants' First Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce, hereipafter
referred to as CASE's 12/1/80 Supplement to Ansvers, page 3):

b.

C.

d.

Has this matter novw been resolved?

If the ansver to 16.a. above is no, vhat is the current status of this
matter?

If the ansver to 16.a. above is yes, hov was the oversize hole through
the pipe wall reduced to achieve the configuratiocn required?

Provide tor copying and inspection documentation of your ansvers to
16.a. threugh c. above.

With regard to IAE Report 80-01 (2/15/80) and (1/23/680), regarding securing
Clase IE Battery Chargers to the building structure (see CASE's 12/1/80
Supplement to Ansvers, page 3):

Has this matter nov been resclved?

If the ansver to 17.a. above is no, vbhat is the current status of this
matter?

If the ansver to 17.a. above is yes, hov vas such velding accomplished?

Provide for copying and inspection documentation of your ansvers to
17.a. through c. above.



and (k/16/80)

18. With regard to IAE Report 80-08 (4/2/80), Pailure to report a significaat
construction deficiency regarding "honeycamb” {n certain interior valls of
the Unit Two contaimsent building (see CASE's 12/1/60 Supplement to Answers,
page b):

b.

Has this matter now been resclved?

If the ansver to 18.a. sbove is no, vhat i{s the curreat mtu of this
satter?

If the ansver to 18.a. above is yes, vhat vas the final resclution of
this matter?

Was there any other analysis or report done regarding this problem
by any other outside consultant other than the single llu.nav Report
referenced in CASE Quection 11 preceding?

If the ansver to Question 18.4. above is yes, describe briefly vhat
this other analysis or report consisted of, vho performed it, and the
conclusions reached.

IAE Report 80-08 (4/16/80) states oo page 7: "...it appeared that an
extensive engineering reviev had occurred either for the purpose of
determining the method of repair or to develope a basis for possibly
not needing to make the repair at all for other than commetic reasoanc;
i.e., that the structural soundness of the valls vas not affected suffi-

ciently to have a safety impact.” Regarding this, please ansver the
folloving questions:

(1) Vhat wvas the purpose of such extensive engineering review?
(2) What determination wvas made as a result of such review!?

(3) What determination vas made regarding the safety siygnificance of
this problem?

(k) What wvas the legal and/or technical basis for the determinatiocn
made referenced in £(3) above?

(5) Is it anticipated that Applicants’ personnel vho participated in
such engineering review vho bhave persconal first-hand knovledge of
such reviev will testify during the operating license hearings?

(6) Provide the name(s) of the individual(s) wvho ansvered questions
7(1) through (k) above; if more than cne person answered, specify
vhich person ansvered vhich specific portion of the guestions.

.a-



18. r. (contioued):

(7) Are the individual(s) vbo answered questions f(1) through (k) above
the same individual(s) referenced in Question f£(5) above?

(8) If the sasver to £(7) sbove is no, provide the mae(s) of the indi-
vidual(s) vho participsted in such engioeering reviev who have per-
sooal first-hand knowledge of such reviev.

(9) If the ansver to £(5) preceding is no, will such {ndividual(s) de
available to depose regarding this problem?

(10) If the sansver to f(5) preceding is yes, vill such individual (s)
be prepared to ansver cross-examination questions regarding this
problem?:

(11) If the aasver to f(9) sbove is no, vhy not?

19. Please refer to the attached page 7 from IAE Report 80-01, under cover letter
dated 2/15/80 \CASE Page 24 of this pleading), and answer the following
questicns regarding the honeyccmbing in the concrete of the Unit 2 Contain~
ment Interior Walls:

In the third paragraph of item 5, the Resideat Reactor Iaspector (RRI)
states: "...the microseismic (sonic) investigative tachnique is unique
to the consultant, Mr. Meunow, who developed it and is the only known

person able to interpret the oscillographic data obtained.” (Empbasis
added.)

Is this statement vhich vas made by the RRI true?

If the ansver to 19.a. is yes, hov can Apy;iuntl or the NRC know whether
Mr. Meunow's interpretation is correct?

If the ansver to 19.a. is no, how is it not correct?

If the ansver to 19.a. uno,dcyounnwidnvhymMVMhu
made such & statement, and vhat do you think the reason vas?

If the saswer to 19.a. is 0o and Applicants' personnel or sub-coatractors'
personnel can also interpret the oscillographic data obtained, provide
the fallowing information: ,

(1) The names of each and every such employee.

-d v laniy

(2) The title, crcdicntinn',_h‘cw, _quri‘cgcg, \trd.unc , ete.
Sl R O BRI ot 53 it R TS A s |

*Ap - ¢
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This matter was brought to the licensee's attention as a potential.
deviation to the FSAR and design requirements and will be comsidered anm
unresolved matter until such time as the branch connections are
actually welded and the through-wall holes are no longer measureable.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Unit 2 Containment Interior Concrete Walls

——= =2 hment loterior (oncrete Walls

Throughout the last several months of 1979, the RRI noted that the
construction labor force was removing "honeycomb" on the exterior
face of the' wall areas around and above the reactor area sometimes
referred to as the core walls. Such "honeycombing" removal is not
unusual in concrete work provided that it is neither very large
oor very deep into the structure.

On December 13, 1980, the licensee notified the RRI that further
removal of the "honeycomb" was being suspended pending an in-depth
investigation and engineering review since the area and depth
appeared be exceeding expected levels. The licensee indicated that
he considered the situation to be under review as a significant
construction deficiency, but that decision on formal reportability
could not be made until the investigation and review were completed.
The licensee further indicated that he was planning on utilizing
the services of a consulant, Meunow and Associates, to ittempt,

by microseismic means, to obtain information on the total extent

of the problea. '

The RRI observed a portion of the microseismic examination of the

area during this period and has reviewed the consultant's report .

for that area cbserved being examined. As discussed in inspection
report 50-445/79-24; 50-446/79-23, the microseismic-(sonic) investigative
technique is unique to the consultant, Mr. Meunow, who developed it and
is the only known person able to interpret the oscillographic data
obtained.

The RRI and other NRC inspectors will closely follow the repair activities
relative to these walls during future inspections.

Electrical Eguiggsgt Qualification Testinl and Installation

The RRI selected the Unit 1 Class IE safety-related battery chargers
for an examination of the licensee's program for assuring that such
components have been tested, qualified and instzlled in accordance
with FSAR commitments. The battery chargers, identified as BCIED1-1,

7 CASE Page 2k (re: Question 19)
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19. e. (continued):

(3) The speciiic credientials, background, experience, training, etc.,
wbich enables esch such person to interpret the oscillographic
data obtained.

(8) Do Applicants plan to have acy or all such persons testify during
the operating license bearings?

(5) If the ansver to (&) above is yes, name each such person vho will
testify.

(6) If the ansver to (k) sbove is yes, vill any or all such persons
be prepared to ansver cross-exazination questions regarding this
problem?

(7) It the ansver to (6) above is yes, came each such person vho will
be prepared to ansver such questiocns.

(8) If the sasver to (k) above is no, vill azy or all such perscus
be available to depose regarding this prcblem?

(9) If the ansver to (8) above is yes, name each such person vho will
be available to depose.

(10) If the ansver to (8) above is oo, vhy not?

20. Please state in your own vords vhat you believe the meaning of Contention 5
tc be. s

a.

Do you intend to call any vitoess in the upcoming bearing with regard to
Contenticn 57

If the ansver to Questicn 21 above is yes, supply the following informatiom
regarding each such vitness:

b.

C.

d.

Mame , address, and telephone number of the witness.
Company affiliation and title.
A summary of the wvitness's professional aad educational background.

Any other information bearing oo the witness's specific qualificatioans
to testify with respect to Contention 5.
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22. (continued):

23.
2“.

25.

e¢. The pature of the vitness's testimony and a brief summary of such testimony.

f. List or identify any and all documents vhichk that wvitness intends to rely
on in givicg their testimony. '

g. State vhether or not such witness bas conducted any research or made any
studies on vhich such vitoess vill rely. i

b. If the ansver to g. above is yes, state vriefly the scope and nature of
such research cor study.

i. Provide copies of the wvitness's testimony.

J. Provide for inspection and copying any documents on vhich the witness
relied in such testimony.

Fave you read the Construction Permits for Comanche Peak, Unitr 1 and 27
If the ansver to 23 sbove is no, vhy not?
If the ansver to 23 above is yes, provide the following information:

a. VWhat do you believe to be the underlyirg reasocns for the provisions
in such Permits?

b. Do you believe it is desirable for you to adhere to those provisions?

¢. Do you believe it is essential for you to adhere to those provisions?

d. Do you believe the consequences vhich cmldbruult from your failure
to adhere to those provisions would be insignificant? (See CASE's

12/1/80 Supplement to Ansvers/for the definition which we vish you
to use in your ansver of "failure to adhere.")

1,
ionm 10,

e. Do you believe the consequences vhich could result from your failure
to adhere to those provisions would be significant?

f. What is your definition of the meaning of "significant” in your response
to Question 25.e. above? (1i.e., vhat would you call significant?)

g. Do you believe the consequences vhich could result from your failure
to adhere to those provisions would be serious?

b. What is your definition of the meaning of "serious” in your respouse-
to Question 25.g. above? (i.e., wvhat would you call gerious?)
- “ -



25 (continued):

i. Do you believe the coanreaquences vhich could result from your failure
to adhere to those provisions would be essential?

J. VWhat is your definition of the meaning of “"essential” in your response
to Question 25.1. above? (i.e., vhat would you call essential?)

k. What do you believe to be the most serious possible consequences which
could result from your failure to adbere to those provisicus?

1. Provide the name of the pcr.ol;(.) vho ansvered Questions 25 s. through
k. above. If more than one persou ansvered, specify vhich sub-part
each parson answered.

m. Is it miclpﬁd that the person(s) referenced in (1) above will testify
during the operating license hearings?

a. If the ansver to m. above is yes, specify vhich person(s) will be testifying.

0. Provide the fallowing informatioc regarding each such person referenced
in no. above: .

(1) Company affiliation, title, credentials, background, experience,
training, etc. of each Juch person.

(2) Any other information bearing on the witness's specific qualifications
to testify with respect to the Applicants' position on these matters.

(3) The oature of the witness's testimony specifically with regard to
these guestions and ansvers.

Respectfully submitted,

s.) Juanita Ellis, President
CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy)
1426 8. Polk, Dallas, TX 75224
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216/94k1-1211, vork, usually Tuesdays and
Fridays only
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