. April 25, 1990
PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF EVENT OR UNUSUAL OCCURRENCE PNO-ADSP-80+«11

This preliminary notification constitutes EARLY notice of events of POSSIBLE
safety or public interest significance, The information is as initially
received without verification or evaluation, and is basically all that is
known by the ADSP staff on this date,

FACILITY: TU Electric Licensee Emergency Classification:
Comanche Peak Unit 1 Notification of Unusual Event
Docket No, 50-445 Alert
Glen Rose, Texas N Site Area Emergency

General Emer?ency
X Not Applicable

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

On Saturday morning, April 21, 1990, 3 trucks (2 U-Haul and an 18-wheeler)
were sent by TU Electric to Chalk Mountain to pick up paint which allegedly
contains asbestos, While the truck was loading, a former painting foreman

and current alleger at CPSES arrived. The individual steted that the paint
was hazardous material and should not be moved. The individual took video
tape footage of the loading and the trucks, The individual contacted the NRC
onsite staff, the Headquarters Operations officer, the highway patrol, and the
Texas Water Commission, The Department of Transportation, OSHA, and EPA may
also have been contacted.

The trucks were loaded with the paint cans and taken to the CPSES site, While
on site, a truck trailer snagged a telephone line which broke a power pole and
interrupted power to some administration buildings and the EOF, No plant loads
were lost,

The paint originally had been sold by TU Electric to a salvage dealer who resold
it to the owner of the property where it was being picked up, The utility
intends to dispose of the paint as hazardous waste. The NRC onsite staff
understands that TU Electric 1s meeting with the Texas Water Commission on

April 24, 1990 to discuss this issue,

The alleger has been informed by the NRC onsite staff that they would followup
on TU Electric actions,

This PN is being issued because of possible interest by other government
agencies and potential media interest, However, local media interest has not
yet occurred, The NRC does not plan to issue a news release.

The State of Texas will be informed.

The Comanche Peak Project Divisicn received initial notification of this
occurrence in person from the licensee on April 22, 1830, The information
presented herein has been discussed with the licensee and is current as of
10:00 a.m, (CST) on April 24, 1990,

CONTACT: R, F, Warnick (817) 897-1500
W. Johnson (817) 897-1500

7 20084

00395
FOIA
T90-294 PDR



INEERED SAFETY FEATURES
Engineered Safety Features Materfals
Organic Materials

pendix L of SER Supplement §, the staff evaluated the protective coatings
at CPSES and concluded that the applicant's proposal to amend the FSAR to
eliminate the commitment that coatings inside the containment buildings be
fied was acceptable. Appendix M of Supplement 9 contains the NRC
Techrnical Review Team (TRT) essessment of allegations and concerns relatec
to protective coatings, The TRT's assessment revealed specific geficiencies
in the protective coatings area and resulted in reconmendations for

corrective
ons. These recommencded actions were listed in Appendix M of Supplement 9,
he corrective actions, which were related to the backfit test program,

traceability, coatings procedures, and the Loatings Exempt Log, were modified

'S

o the basis of the staff's conclusions in Appendix L of Supplement 9.

JUPf

v

On the basis of its evaluetion of the protective coatings area and

assessment of allegations and concerns relatec to this area, the

recommerded in Supplement 9 that the applicent (1) document the status of some
protective coating systems inside the containmert bufldings and (2) implement

a surveillance procram for protective coating maintenance,

The epplicant provided the requested i1ntformatiorn 1in letters dated June

o
S
1Qp ¢

. November 18, 1985, and December 16, 1986. The staff's evaluation of
these subuittals 1s discussed in Appendices | and M of this supplement,

Conclusior

On the basis of it: evaluation of the applicant's submittals of June 7, 1985,
November 1B, 1985, ano December 16, 1986, and as discussed in Appendices L and
b of this supplement, the staff concludes that the applicant's proposed
survei)lance procram for protective coating systems inside the Unit 1 and &
contzinment builuings, the documentation of the status of the existing coetings
work, and the actions taken by the applicant on the protective coating systems
meet the guidelines in Appendices L and M of Supplement 9 and are, therefore,
acceptable. The staff also concludes that the applicant need not perform the
in situ temperature anc¢ pressure testing for coating adhesion previously
recormended in Supplement 9. Therefore, the outstanding issue regarding
conteynment sump performance for CPSES Units 1 and € 1s considered closed.

6.3 Emergency Core Cooling System

3.5 Performance Evaluation

In a letter dated June 2, 1986, Westinghouse notified the NRC of the need for
some additions to and corrections of the emergency core cocling system (ECCS)

nche Peak SSER 21




APPENDIX |

THE EFFECTS OF FAINT AND INSULATION DEBR]S ON THE
PERFORMANCE OF POST-ACCIDENT FLUID SYSTEMS AT
COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS ) AND 2

On the basis of 1ts evaluation in Appendix | of SER Supp lement 9, the staff
requested that the applicant Propose & pre. and pust-operationa) coatings
testing and surveillance program for CPSES Units 1 ang €. The staff a)ee
pProvided specific guidelines for developing syuch a program. By letters
dated Jure 7 and Novemver 1y, 1965 and December 16, 1986, the appifcant
provided the requested information for staff review,

The applicant has developed » survefllance program for testing, inspection, and
documentation of the protective coating systems inside the contafnment butldings
of Unfts 1 and 2. The pro?ram Includes (1) qualificetion and training of
fnspection personnel; (2) nspection and test procedures that specify opers.
tional methods for each inspection ang test, fnspection equipment, the fre.
quency of testing ang Inspection, the acceptance criterfa for each fnspection
and test, and recordkeeping to document each inspection and test; (3) verifica.
tion of storage ang handling of protective coatings; (4) calibration of mea.
Suring and test equipment; i5) reporting, dispcsition. and trackin? of Coating
degradation anc deficiencies; (6) completion, fssuance, angd control of docy-
mentation; and (7) maintenance ang control of the Coatinge Exempt Log for

Unit 1,

The applicant provideda the methods and criteria for operationa) surveillance of
the coatings inside the contefnment buildings of Units 1 and 2, Before plant
operation and at each respective refuelfng outage, @ surveillarce of the
protective coatings will be conducted to fdentify and report any current or
incipient coating degradation or fatlure, Co.tin? repafrs wil) pe performed in
dccordance with the cs-low-as-reasonably-achievab € (ALARA) guidelines for
radiation exposure,

The surveillance program addresses the selection of painted areas for inspection
that have high redfation exposure, that Ray not have fy)) Quality assurance or
qQuality contro) verification (as Ingicated 1n the Coatings Exempt Log), or that
are adjacent to the centainment SUMD areas,

The applicant's surve!llance program does not Include 1n sity tesperature and
pressure testing for Coating adhesion, as recommended in Supplement 9 of the
ER, The applicant justified this omission on the grounds that (1) adequate
assurance of the dcceptability of the coatings' 1nitia) conditic s wil] pe
Provided through the comprehensive backfit test program and fina! walkdown
Inspections; (2) tnservice conditions will pe verified through the Coating
survefllance ang testing program during each refueling outage; and (3) the

Comanche Pesk SSER 21 1 Appendix L
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APPENDIX M

NRC STAFF EVALUATION AND RESOLUTION OF TECHNICAL CONCERNS
AND ALLEGATIONS REGARDING PROTECTIVE COATINGS INSIDE
THE REACTOR CONTAINMENT BUILDING AT
COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT

1
-

Apperdix M of SEk Supplement 9 contains the results of the NRC Technical Review
Team's (TRT's) assessment of allegations and concerns in the protective coetings
ared. The TRT's assessment resulted 11 recommendations for corrective actions
to be taken by the applicant. These corrective actions, which were related to
the backfit test program, tracesbility, coatings procedures, and the Coatings
Exempt Log, were modified on the basis of the staff's conclusfons in Appendix L
of Supplement 9. The staff recuested that the applicant submit information
regarding these corrective actions and documenting the status of protective
coating systems inside the cortainment building,

The applicant provided the requested information for staff review in letters
dated June 7 and November 18, 1885, and December 16, 1986, The results of the
staff's evaluation of these sutmittals are provided below,

(1) Bachfit Test Program

The applicant applied the Elcometer calibration correction to each Elco-
meter reading that was obtainea during the period of iaproper calibra-

tion. An evaluation of the adhesfon test results by the applicant showed,
with a 95 percent confidence limit, that as much as 20 percent of the

coated surfaces on miscellaneous steel items inside the contaynmont build-
inc of Unit 1 coulc have failed to meet the minimum test criterion. Accord-
ingly, 36,000 square feet of coating on miscellaneous steel surfaces have
been added to the Coatings Exempt Log for Unit 1. The staff has determined
thet this action meets the guidelines for the backfit test program 1in
Appendix M of Supplement 9 and is, therefore, acceptable,

Traceability
The applicant provided a Tisting of all nonconformance reports on protec-
tive coating systems inside the containment buildings with technical justi-
fications for the use-as-is disposition of the discrepant coating materials,
The technica)l justifications were roeviewed by the Comanche Peak Coating
Engineering Manager and an {ndependent, third-party consultant and found

to support the acceptability of the batches of the discrepant coating
materials 1isted 1n the nonconformance reports, The staff determined that
this provision meets the guidelines for traceability in Appendix M of
Supplement 9 and {s, therefore, acceptable,

Comanche Peak SSER 21
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TU agrees
to buy back
toxic paint
[t caused illness,
purchasers claim

By Jim Morris
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products, TU Electnc 1 not ad
mitting error but 18 simply being
a "good neighbor,” Miller said

The morass, being investigated
by the US Department of Trans
portation and other agencies
gives rise Lo several questions
What consututes hazardous waste
which, under the law, must be
discardea in an approved facility”
Who decides whether an item is
too dangerous w0 sell to the pub
lic?” And how oflen do sales of
dangerous products occur”

Roger Meacham, a spokesmar

for the US Enyuspmental Pro

Wgenc; in Dailas, said
federal law sets out *very specific

definitions and cnteria” for haz
ardous waste - and TU Electnc's

paints don't qualify

And the Texas Water Commis
sion's Bill Colbert, who doubts

Prease see WASIELA13

'WASTE

VFrom A-11

" TU Electric will be cited by his
agency, said the paints fit into a
“gray area” of the 'aw tha! distin
guishes between product and
waste

Some consumer and environ
mental advocates say companies
and even the government exploit
these legal ambiguities to foist
unsafe products on an unsuspect
ing public

“The sad facis of life are that
this happens quite a bit," said

auline Ewald, an envircnmental
nsultant in Richmond, Va., and
rrner director of Virginia's state

IXi¢ waste cleanup program

e military, Ewald said, s one

{ the worst culpnts
| Ewald said a “loophole” in the
eral hazardous waste law *al-

ws the generator of & wuste o

etermine when it becomes &
aste. If you don't declare it &
aste, it doesn't become a waste,

d it doesn't have to be treated
s such."

Paui verson Dalas Times Meve!
These are cans of the toxic
paint on Tommy Chew's land. A
general contractor, he says he
has sold and used the paint

Ewald suspects the chief moti-
¢vation for selling such materials
{8 money — money saved by not
thaving to pay somaone to prop-
>etly dispose of waste. Some cor-
Tosive liquids, she noted, can cost
t$2,000 per tanker truckload tw
discard
Why would people buy unfa.
miliar materials” Ewald said it's
Just human nature to seek a bar-
gain
The consequences of careless
salvaging can be serious. Consid
er Westinghouse's sale of electn-
cal capacitors in Bloomington,
Ind., from the late 1850s until the
id-1870s
Thousands of the capeacitors
were bought by scrap dealers,
who broke them open to remove
copper xubm* The result. PCBs,
wyhich are believed to cause can-
ver, spilled out around the city
Today, according to the EPA,
there are six major PCB-contami:
riated sites in Bloomington, four
qon the agency's Nationa! Priori
ties List for cleanup under the
/Buperfund program
. *There may be & host of small
er areas,” said Dan Hopkins, an
EPA official in Chicago. “Some

h
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Pau iverson /Daias Times Herall
stroke. Porter, & former employee of the nuclear

plant in Glen Rose says she was run out of her
job atier compiaining of exposure to the materials

W.E. Boyd and Linda Porter sit beside a swimming
pool outside of edell that Boyd's son was paint-
ing with the toxik material when he suffered @

find f¢ long time " Chew said he suffered dizz

nouse 5§ 8 ped (0 ness, swoilen Lesucies shes anc

yther health problems afler using it, she sa

masks, and

¢
¢

the paints. He said the cans ix n dust
no warning labels et 110

nrotec
pOLES

unclear how many peopie

cans of TU Elec

'8 were resold

people who bought them in
from TU Electric

ry Chew, a car dealer in the

we County town of Iredell

he bought about 50 five

quart cans from another man

Chew said he usec some of the

paints ¢n truck beds and tool
DoOXes, and so0id some

“l thought 1 was buying some

high-dollar paint," Chew said. “I

didn't have any idea | was ouy
ng . ’

'~ \ \ | h‘:" .‘\«4:

Chew said, his customers
are thres ening "to whip me and
gue me" and he wants reimburse
ment from TU Electric
In April, TU Electric cleaned
up 2,000 gallons of paint stored
in & field near Glen Rose and re
imbursed the people who had
pu:chased it. A former Coman
che Peak worker, Linda P. ~.er of
Argyle, had complained to state
and federa) officials that some of

the cans were corroded and leak

r lames Rirborne asbdes

ler ©
silica particles for her

ims she was la
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