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*** November 30, 1981

MEMORANDUM FOR: J. A. Hind. Director, Division of Emergency Prepare' nessd

and Operational Support
.

FROM: William B. Menczer, Regional State Liaison Officer

SUBJECT: TRIP REPORT - ROSEMONT, ILLINOIS AND COLUMBUS. OHIO -

On November 24, 1981, I was in Rosemont, Illinois meeting with Governors'
representatives of nine states comprising the Midwest Compact Committee ,

(MCC). States represented were Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Minnesota, Ohio, ,

Wisconsin, Michigan, Kansas and Kentucky. Delaware, Virginia and Maryland ~
were represented as observers only. The Dakotas and Nebraska were not
represented. Indiana did not send a representative since the legislature
is not in session and therefore, is unable to concur with any appointee
of the Governor. A complete list of attendees is attached.

The MCC agreed conceptually as to how their interstate compact would
function and operate. The majority favored the creation cf a strong
commission with powers to designate host states for various waste
disposal / treatment facilities. Additionally, the MCC discussed and f'modified each of the nine proposed compact articles to reflect the

?
sajority view.

The MCC agreed to submit their draft compact, as modified, to Raymond
Brown of the Southern States Energy Board for development of final

'

language. The final r'.raf t .will be provided to each MCC member prior
' to December 17, 1981, at which time final comments will be incorporated

into the document. After that meeting, it is expected that each state

will provide it to its legislature for review. ,

I met separately with Ron Kucera, Deputy Director of the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources and Lisle Cook, Iowa State Represencative.
regarding a potential low level radioactive disposal site in Kansas. .-

I Kansas, an Agreement State, received an application about three years ago f'

for licensing of a site from the RickanoCorporation. The proposed site was !

an abandoned deep salt mine located in Lyons. Kansas recently passed
h(legislation prohibiting the Health Department from acting on the application

until the state joins an interstate compact for low level waste disposal. {Mr. Kucera was concerned about this issue since licensing of the site would 7
;
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facilitate the establishment of a compact by member states of the
MCC. I agreed, at his request, to provide answers to the following
questions which were cited by Kansas as the reasons for their opposition to
the Lyons proposal.

-
;

1. Is a deep salt nine such as that located in Lyons feasible '

for low leve1 waste disposal?
,

2. Is the potential for worker exposure significant for this )
typa of repository or is radon gas the true source of exposure !,

problens?

3. Ic the estimated disposal cost of $10 per cubic foot at Lyons ,

realistic?

The MCC's next_ meeting will be on December 17, 1981 at the O' Hare Hilton~

in Rosemont, IL.

On November 25, 1931 James E. Foster and I were in Columbus, Ohio meeting
with Kenneth Meckstroth, Office of the Governor; Robert Quillin, State
Radiological Health Program Director; Harold'Kohn, Ohio EPA; James
Williams, State Liaison Officer to the NRC; Milo Belden, Ohio DOE Chief
of Technology; and State Senator Cooper Snyder of the Fourteenth District
(covering the Zimmer/ Moscow area) to present and discuss the Zimmer
$nvestigation report and NRC enforcement activities. '

I provided a briefing uSich covered the reasons for the investigation*

at Zimmer, specific findings, NRC enforcement action taken, requirements [-
NRC placed on Cincinnati Gas and Electric (CG&E) and their commitments ;

made, and the impact on the State of Ohio and their role in the Zimmer i

issue. A copy of the report was provided to each official present at !_
the meeting. I

!
IThe meeting was highly productive and the state officials gained an

understanding and appreciation of the problems and their significance
at %fnmer. Following my presentation, Mr. Foster and I responded to
their questions which primarily concerned why the NRC did not uncover i

these deficiencies and violations sooner, the role of the State of Ohio
in this matter, our prognosis for licensing and resolution of the
problems, the lack of adequate communication between CG&E and the State
of Ohio, and the possible reasons for harassment of quality control
personnel.

i
,

t

!
i

:

J



_ -
*

.*
i

~. . xs
. ta3,

1''

s

J. A. Hind -3- November 30, 1981,,

'*
s ,

The state officials expressed their appreciation for our meeting with
them, were satisfied as to our past efforts in. keeping them informed

iof developments at Zimmer, and expressed theiricontinued desireM or *

future communications on this issue. \.
'

'

| '

i
* '

j) 12 k /WY#
William B. Menczer
RegionalState' Liaison Officer

i

Enclosure: List of Attendees
'

,

cc w/o encl: i

J. G. Keppler, RIII
E E. Foster, RIII
R. F. Warnick, RIII

.

cc w/ encl:
R. D. Smith, NMSS
J. D. Saltzman, OSP
D. A. Nussbaumer OSP
D. Veissberg, OSP
S. N. Salomon, OSP

i
R. F. Trojanowski, RII '

J. L. Montgomery, RIV ?

D. J. Sreniawski, RIII
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December 11, 1981

W.Eunsto[.Falladino, Chairman
'

..

Nuclear Regulatory Cocznission
. . , , , . ~

,

Washington, D. C. Lic'

| Dear W. Nansion -
'

i

l This letter is in reopense to the latest NBC report of its Investigative findingsi

at the Ziasser plant.

This report by its volume and excess of drivel anovo two elements prevailed.
.

'* 1. bre you are unable to be convincing with fact, confuse this with drivel.-

2. Bigger is better! So make it so long and boring nobody reads it thru.s

| .For a nation that can put a man on the moon with the extreme oosplaxities involved, i

we seem nearly unabis to build a nuclear plant to simply boil water in a safe and
reliahuan . The fact that so many unresolved safety questicus arise is the,

.
;
'

t FGL'.T. ST prehlen we should attempt to resolve first..

. . . . .. . .
'

3 * Change is the way of all life. Freren needs dictate change. Overall ma.ny of the .

,

r problems at Zimmer are not unique, but typical. Therefore the solraion anst start,

i in the overall control area._,

.
,

N principal objootive of this letter is to be constructively critical.
f8 ?

Nearly 50 years ago I started out as a &chinist apprenties. This was a formal 4
year program which included 4 hours of class room study, on our own time, Mr week.

,

f .,

Our Instructor was a retired mohine Design Engineer. One of his first stories~

involved the proven need for change. He azplained that in World War One many parts
*'

I-

made in one area of the ocuatry would not go totother with nating parts made in.-
,

i
.. S another area of the country due entirely to minor differences in STANDARDS in use. [

The corrective notion was the setting up of the Bureau of Standards to have one ,7
'

'; set, of Measuring Staarkda nationwide. This 'ohange" solved the problem. - F
,

..: . . ..

I was very closely involved with another &for change that coeurred at the start /. .
of World War Two. N tremendous increased need for hohinists was " solved" by ')

,,

increasing use of " Machine Operators' with a mini == of training and experience. ~

This created the need for " Set Up Men" and for Inspectors to check the verk produced'

by the " Operators'. What was lost was the old fashioned ' pride of workmanshipd which
gave as quality of product. Inspection in itself was not enough. It was entirely,

, contingent on the skill knowledge and effort of the individual inspector. In order'

to more effootively control the inspection activty setups were started which are
the foreruanars of QC as we know it today.

,

*~^
: , , ,

.

The Air Force and- Aircraft industry were in the forefront of development of GC'

development as a "toola to insure quality and safety. The oost of a QC program
was justified on the basis if it prevented one accident involving hundreds of lives,
its cost was justified. Using this cost justification, vouldn't it seem reasonable
that we should have a Super' QC program for Nuclear work where a single accident
oculd involve hundreds of thousands of lives 7 The possible risk ceuld be 1,tX.0
tims greater!

WD ,'

$ 44311 2,13.
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*^ I feel sure you viu agree h t the American aircraft industry in its entirety
I has onepiled a tM:nondous record for dependability, reliability and most important.

of all nearly perfect safety. QC is the single most important factor in this
.,",- achievement. Hw then in a relatively high technology industry where stength versus

weight is such a critical factor can we be so successful with QC and we cannot- .

build a nuclear plant to boil vatar unsre strength , voight is not a factor,.

and we try to use QC and the end results are so dissi milar?~

p': .
'

' - Onoe we 'ask this question'and start to look it is relatively easy to find concrete.

reasons for ocupletely opposite end results. Starting at the very beginning, I
|

# have feund h t only in plants where b utmost in quality of product was demanded5

.from the very top people in management did this penetrate down to every employee.
'

'- In every instance where this was not a top priority with the people on top, quality
'pablems was the direct result. Quality starts at b top and win go down. It win- -

: . never start at the bottaa and go up. It is that simple. Utilities in particular,'

and h se with all their construction experience in coal or oil fired plants built
7; , . in a conventional manner cannot see the need or reason for QC in nuclear plants. -'

I , -4 Where they don't believe in the need they then only go thm sufficient motions
Q in,the dirootion of QC to be considered as oosplying with the Licensing agreement.
, , - > 4 ;e. . . . - . .. .

-

| 'V N'old anying of " Wen began is half done," is very applicable in this situation.
Where or when we start eff poorly we usuaHy end up poorly. Then when we progress..

f from this bad initial attitude to a = fat =t= QC effort we get the end results we,

- ~ are now finding.
~

,

>m., ,.
. .

5-=4a=117 QC is relatively simple. It is a planned program of Inspection activity ,,

to uncover deficiencies that are unlesirable. On a simple part for example every
- dimension to be checked is called out. Deficiencies are shwn as Minor, 2for and

Critical, determined by the tolerances caned out on the print. Any part with a
,deficioney is set aside until prescribed disposition has been made. This is the

seat and potatoes area of QC. Good, proper and prompt disposition. On aircraft-

parts disposition of Major and Critical defects requires a==ai=aus approval of-,

W following people. Air Force representative, Product Engineering representative -

,, QC representative, Production representative and in some cases a austomer rep-
resentative. - c

:
,

,- , . , ,
.. , ,

.

' -
-. . , -

,

- - It can easily be determined that at Zi:sser Inspection was at best hap-basard.
In the area of disposition of deficiencies and errors it approached total chaos!
There is a simple explanation for this end result. Everyone knew and felt ht

| the plant was over designed in respect to safety and with two and three backups,
' so h t any time a little ' problem arose they oculd very easily and safely atake"a

a little of this redundance and aske a "FII.' Soon this beeceos a way of life
and becomes an nocepted praction. h oritical part not recognised is ht even
h workers see this as a practice and they too start making their own " fixes".
We then have no idea of the extent or oosplexity of their " fixes." I am r.uo
many of the 'fixos" are entirely satisfactory. The serious problem is we viu

,

never know until it is too late. Notel In W 1ast report in the area concerned
with cable loading of trays appears a statement saying in effect that the space
leading limitations are " conservative so everloading them becomes acceptable.a

i

| This is an example of a major decision based entirely on an opAnion. I bepe you
understand that this is oriicisa of lack of control that creates tais attitude.

There are many taings I can not understand, For example in 1975 a Mr. Griffin
then the knager of QC for Kaiser Engineers reported his concern for the utilities!

I failure to set up a proper QC progra. . h subsequent NRC investigation stated
that his concern was not substantiated.

-
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Then when a person takes the time to review the periodio plant Inspections -
ande by the NRC two things are very evident continuously.

'

l. Constant repetition of simple ' bad safety practices in general.
2. Strong evidence of lack of an adequate '2C program.

.
.

.

~' This then makes a person wonder who in the NRC took the time or effort to rul
i . this mans reports? Yisit after visit his findings were nearly monotonously
| pr 1. t similar. They painted a clear picture of complete lack of control.

3: .,. . . , . - .:,:4, .
~' -

J . Now it is proposed to reinspoet various items. *ny, many items can not be
i ,'

,
reinspoeted. On many items you have one opportunity to check them. On uny others

(.. ,
~

1t- a'
. sash as W ar assemblies complete diesssembly would be necessary.,

' # .; . W., . .
.

.

h .'. ,? We then have the probles cf evaluating in a proper manner all of the ' fixes".
g,G.' Enslosed is an affidsvit detailing afinne' only in the one area of Cable Trays

p.@ ,; . hich I took the time to look into. I am sure this same condition er,ists in many
re- w

'}:J.;, ether areas also.,,. -- - ,. 1, c., ,

'( Y,1 .* d|. - 1' '
.,

f,..#j.,' YouIthen have the overall problem of credibility once a progress report must be
W 6 'e'

'

| 4~; istmed. Only ocupatent and independent people preferably with a background in .

| p. ".. Aircraft QC programs oculd even attempt to do what is proposed. Anything less
', 'i'; * As not only a sham bat a complete waste of time and money. The utilty does not|

;i belante in QC any more today than they ever did. Your own people have repeatedly -
,

proven their own incompetence. The only sensible choice remains as independent- -
..

otuspetent people who will tell it to you as it is. I trust and hope this is
.

<

|. g. what you really wish to find out.
'.'

- 5- ..; ; . : .. ,

'

,, . The lessons learned in respect to detemining 'causes'' can be invaluable in
-

i preventing their recourrence elsewhere. t

. A < .:f;i.o|Q
'

. .
.... ;

q _. - . . e:> r . . --
.
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AFFIDAVIT OF EDWIN P. HOFSTADTER-

tha''

The stor:r on cable trays starts with Browns Ferry Fire and the NRC-
'

.

report on it. This report pointed out what happens in a relatively

small fire to all the control cables, when they are stacked one on
. :. ,.

top,of the other. The report concluded by asking C.G. & E. what.te-

~~

. -.

y their plans were, to prevent a similar occurence.
d '~~) .- -

gp -

,

. . .$...'..
C.G. 4: E. replied that design work had not started in this portion

, ., ,2 .

.J.M of Nejob,buttheywouldadviseSargent&Lundytofollowthis

| Q.ry.c
'

, .a, . . . , , .

.
recommendation.,1x '-' * -

,.

| .g$., .,t,'7 .pf;. _ ,

.,'J .

- -

.

.
,

,

' c,y!yli Sargent & lundy failed to do this, with the result that the Zim- <e
? ;;;.r ;: : y ' . . .i.. .

This',.; g, mer Plant cable trays are. stacked one en top of the other.' <.
.

-
>::n:;, ;n .p; ; ' :. . ,

*

'@. ' is the same conditiori that existed at Browns Ferry.,' , . , ,

. . ':. .z, :. -
. .-

*

, aj .
-

.. . .
.

. m.. .. ;.;
. , ('. . ,-

,

.,

The sir,e of the cable trays was determined through a computer pro- < f,i~

; 4; , . 063:. ;m:.
'

d9
'

.
. .

.,. gram'. The program was faulty, the biggest error being in. the.a- '

.

Q p..:.'q.'*t:: . c _- .
- .. :.

.
.

. .
,

'f, f. . n'ount of area space required. This figure should have been
e. v ;. . ( % :.y : . . : ., -

: *-

p|'= doubled.' Trays. were ordered 6" by 24" wide. This should have .
-

v 9 :::y ;; ? _ ..,, ,.:,. .. . . :; _ ; 1
-.

(4 . been' doubled, to become 6" by 48"' inches wide'.- This is the.rea- 0
..

| t ?y.?.h 4 ' u. @ :k . .a
5

:'-
.. . .:

| P .'' son the' cable trays are overloaded!
~'

--

'

.Y..?.|& 'i | Q :':! " ,. _ Q; '
.

_ ,

'.
,

.w . c n . s . .v. ; - . nw -.
..

, '_ ' } ' The NRC found'out about the trays being stacked. Sargent & Lundy ^

~ . ' .: . g . g.t . v .
.

snd C.G. & E. proposed to make stacking acceptable by fire proof-''
<..,

-v : .., . . ..
'q. ' .ingieach set of trays. It was at this point that I became in-

. - b~: Ardo f..TM.
volved. Husky'was working with Aree- on a material applied to' '

1 .

| a ventilated tray, placed under a regular cable tray. This ma- .

.

'

| terial applied approximately 1/8" thick would expand 300 to 500
, .

-
. . . .. .

4ij2310449-812k'fg(D ADDCM 0500
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times at a temperature of approximately 400 degrees. This materi-
,

al was fire proof and with this much expansion a fire proof blan-
.

ket surrounded the cable tray, previding fire protection for the
cables. '

, _'!|'; . :.
.

,

.E Husky was asked to look at the Zimmer cable trays to see if this
4.

1'wouldprovidethemthefireprotectiontheyneeded. Because of

:#. the stacking of their trays, we could not figure out how to,

-.u .

,' R adapt the Husky coated. vented tray to the system. This is where
4,. e 3 . .. ... .

.

, 97,{ and when I saw the ovurloaded cable trays. Seeing the trays se
~

't i greatly overloaded.' and knowing of the weak material problem, plus '

; -

- ~V.h the bad welds. I felt compelled to report my observations to the
].

,

,. .
-

,,

., g NRC. -
'

,

i-J,. .

'

-;; I was so naive in this respect that I honestly thought the NRC
,,

''

was supposed to protect the general public. It was an extreme ,

| J ,i -.
.c c,

...

shock and disappointment to find that they are far more concerned
.p - __-

| . ' , with covering up embarassing situations and devising " fixes" to.

''

.c...: . . .

. ..
.

.U..g nullify.a given condition. All this accomplishes, in the long
,- ~ ,v.

~

~ # '' ! run, is to prove the old adage "two wrongs don't make a right."
,. .

.'/, In this case the NRC is seeking to prove that many wrongs will
,

make one right.
-.

,

The story on fire proofing these trays becomes nearly fantastic.
' +. sed A sP/,

A material developed by Babcock and Wilcox was (g ecessed. Bab-j

|

cock and Wilcox tested it and had a U.L. man as an observer who

reported what he. witnessed. His observations became a U.L.

report with a number. Babcock and Wilcox flaunted this U.L.

_ - - . - - _ . _ _

--_ _ -. - - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - _ - _-



-. _ _

-
. ,

' *
. .. .

.

-
. . .

3. ,

. .

f' report number as though it represented U.L. endorsement. Read-
.

ing the actual report reveals that the " test'' was a " farce". The
.

|
NRC had doubts to the extent that they asked Sandia I.aboratories'

,

; . , . - ,

to devise another set of tests. Sandia came up with still an-l
"*

-

f. Other " farce". In order to give the test weight Sandia had U.L...
. .

.

B P.: , . .<. m._ t dis) f.#p, .

The material failed so
%n, - .perf.orm it undet'th own stipulations.'

[ . -
i .

b!.., $ " miserably that the U.L. report states. "the KAOWOLL material
t. : .. ]

burnt like the wick of a candle". This'is a direct quote. The

! Y ' .i ^ , -
.p;p.6 ,. t > ,

..

g.'ed . material was approved, however. -
-

j v,. an. , -;, ; .. .y. -
.

..: . .
. .. -

.

_.pyy;o - . . , , .

F -h :. ' While this testing was going 'on, the NRC. Sargent & Lundy and C..

%gipfi . ''C,& ET ubrked out a "fix". on the overloaded cable
*:': .

-

E .f: .

'

" -+- . .

tra.ys . The
,

c.,;; . w r m, - . ...|

| I,\5!i NEI standard for l'oading of trays is conditioned on area. with
\ ;.3,GE[.;f - 60%. of area being the maximum.. .

.
:.. -

.- .
..- ., .

~ Their ingeniously simple fix wasM.;' ' i
.

f...,- to Put speci,s14" added sides to the 6" tray .to make it lock like
.- . .. .

.

|:.;,f
'

k 2" ' 10" tray.'thus. complying with the 605 space limit. This com-
s. 3n. . .. pletely ignores'two important aspects. First, 10" cable tray

-
...' ~

. .

C/K.N .

V.O . :.h ? ?. g. Where 6".
-

[ .. : t c,. is made of much heavier material thn 6"' cable tray.' '

- -
-

> 4 . _9 ., . . , _

h , J 5.:

. e ..

b'?u: .'1 traf .can be .094; 10" tray is fusually 50% more, at. 135.
Second,

[.59
?- .-? .. . V ' L'.: * a' * ' -

- ..

Qd;'.' p j, io. ,the factor of load capability. Zimmer, tray was rated at 40
.

: .. . . .
- . .

w . :.. u ~ pounds to.the square foot, with a safety factor of 2.10. This.

(yf;;. &
.

.J
.

,

"

;.;.y - | .
.

b. % w. means the maximum load of the tray should not. exceed 82 pounds. . ~, ~

.-
-

p,. I have 'chtained cable loading data (which is not completely cur
'

,

F ,

b .
rent) which shows the. actual weight of the cables in the trays to -'

'

.
- -

-
5

be'over 100 pounds per square foot.. '. .-
,

'
'

-

; . . . .
.,

Now we come to the area of welding in this bizarre chain of'

I will first show the recommended settings followed byevents.

the actual settings used.
. .

.*

Y gP. A e

- , . - - . . - - - . _ .
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Recommended Setting Actual Setting
.

D.C. Volts 20 30-

.

D.C. Amps. 200 300-

.. . Volt Control - 40 30

; -
' Slope Control 8 12

..

.:

, .
,j f f These high settings produce welds with poor fusion, and undercut-,; .

.( we .

| tingthe extremely high heat actually " burns" the parent metal.J
, , .

, . .. < . - . ., . ,

| .t.'. ., "I causing crystalization of the molecules immediately adjacent to
! ..cis 1- A ~

This crystalization, once it,has started, continues

,

>......f. i T the weld.
-

. . '

b ..|
.. ,-.

w : .a. [; " ,. . .on, so that in 5. 10. 15 or 20 years the weld breaks, due to
- .

p p.| : .

y ~~ z :.. g)- + , .Q,..,.g.'*metalfatigue",.The only way these welds can be checked with any
. :. . . . .

.

,

,
_

... .
.

. .
.,,

. degree of securacy is to section the. weld and the adjacent parent
i

p%'.i."$ j jnttorial'. and check microscopically for signs, of crystalization.
-

.

Lft 1,jH pa
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6. . s __Just asiday follows night.,you will find tnis crystalizction.
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t to welding at Zimmer and on the cable supports in - ,
,

. . . , . . ..

?.St. ~ .particular. NRC Peoples Surveilance Inspection reports detail -

;.

8.x . ,:1 . .
. .

. ;.. - . . . c. ..
'

k; ..}u..d. .. '[.~num'erous' inistances of welding being 'done by non-certified welders.
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-
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. . .

. , . , , . .
.

fh.Q. 3 . .. This is bad for two reasons. First. Chio State Iiw requires- ..

' ,
,.

V-P]i;,\ ;Y1.% .
.

:.. . .. .'~.T.. i'''

w.e l.m. I '.,,,f'.1 wel.de rs. : Working on new construction to be. certified.
Second in .8.,J - .; - .-

~

w ... : 3 y .

f:g-fi,Miostcases'where'awel$ec.
.: .

r is'not' certified, he is not qualified.
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' N.' Again, an. day follows night, you will have many bad welds. ,: -
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wt:% ' .'Also.shown in the NRC Survellance Inspection reports is an al- '
-

I
,

i.,

%O1 ~
.s. . .. . . '..

C most continuous problem relative to the proper control of weld-
.. .

.
..v r . .

h . [g ~. '. . .ing rod. ' Aga'in. inevitably, you will find' welds made using the ,

~

.

h. .

'

wrong filler material. Then, the combination of unqualified
u. -

'

D'I welders using incorrect welding rod nearly 100f guarantees a
...

, . ,

4:: multitude of weld failures.
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Most o the above can be substantiated by documents in the Pub-

lic Records access files.

On visits to coal fired generating Plants I have found that none

exceeds'the 607. load by area re9uirement. I have foun:1 that

the NEI repuirement is based on safety because of the heat dis-

|
sipation needs of energized cables. This extreme overloading at

i
-

.
Zimmer greatly increases the heat dissipation problem. This'

'

. , co d in itself be a critical factor which must be evaluated.

| 9. . vp ' . v ; _ .- - ,- .
_,

.
_

-- Basically, if you' add up all these items and their interrelation-'

,

| ships. you are forced to recognise a completely unacceptable con-
'

'~

..

. . . . . .

- dition now exists. There is no one or multiple "fi.x" that can
.

4, .

.' correct these basic " wrongs". No other conclusion is possible. j'

,

The factc we cannot ignore are as follows: ,

''

l'. Stacking of. trays which nearly caused a disaster at Browns '

-
- .

,

-
-

f..: . Ferry is basically non correctable.
~ ;. : .

,' 2(,,CableTrayorderedwasonly1/2'therequiredsize,resulting
'

in crowding all the cable into trays 1/2 the'necessary size.
'

'

-

y;. 3 >
,, . . . . - ..

,

.(t This is how the overloaded tray problem resulted. Over- . '
-

-

. .' : - we.* 2.N. .
~-

loaded trays carry more than the safety factor allows,'
.

, , .' , .- .
. .. . . .

; .
,

also creates a heat dissipation problem. This is also bas-
~

[- ically non correctable.
'

,

.,
s,

. . _

3. The use of special sides to give the illusion of. " unused"
.3 ,

-
.

space, together with the use of totally inadequate fire
'

.

proofing material should be investigated for criminal fraud.

4. The bad welds and inferior material used are relatively minor

compared to numbers 1. and 2. above.
-
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These are not opinions but facts mostly taken directly from the

| Public Records file. The critical part is the extremely close
,

l

relationship these items have to each other. This is a ce= pound-'

ed problem with the direst of possibilities inherrent.
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