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MEMORANDUM FOR: Gordon Edison, NRR Allegation Coordinator

FROM: Thomas F. Westerman, Enforcement Officer, Region IV

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING PROPOSED BOARD
NOTIFICATION FOR CPSES ATOMIC SAFETY LICENSING
BOARD (ASLB)

The open hearing issue before the ASLB at Comanche Peak is Contention 5.
Contention 5 is stated as follows:

.

"The applicants' failure to adhere to the quality assurance /
quality control provisions required by the construction permits
for Comanche Peak, Units 1 and 2, and the requirements of Appendix B *

of 10 CFR Part 50, and the construction practices employed, specifically
in regard to concrete work, mortar blocks, steel, fracture toughness-

testing, expansion joints, placement of the reactor vessel for Unit 2,
welding, inspection and testing, materials used, craft labor qualifica-
tions and working conditions (as they may affect QA/QC), and training
and organization of QA/QC personnel, have raised substantial questions
as to the adequacy of the construction of the facility. As a result,

the Commission cannot make the findings required by 10 CFR Part 50.57(a)
necessary for issuance of an operating license for Comanche Peak."

The ASLB has taken a very broad interpretation of this contention. The Citizen
Association for Safe Energy (CASE) in their November 9,1983, filing with the
ASLB discusses the Lipinsky memorandum, as well as other coating related
allegations. The subject of coatings is considered to be a licensino issue.

The safety significance of coatings relates to the potential fer the loss of
adhesion between successive coats that could result in paint material being
carried into the containment sump as a result of a reactor accident which is
followed by initiation of the containment spray system. The scenario of contain-
ment coating failure represents the potential to exceed the allowable blockage
of the inner sump screen (reference NRC Regulatory Guide 1.82). There is also
the possibility of paint interaction during the accident condition which does not
appear to be in question at Comanche Peak.

1 I have attached the Lipinsky memo. If you need further info mation, then you
may want to review the CASE Novemoer 9, 1983, filing with the ASLB.
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In my previous memo of November 23, 1983, to 5. A. Treby, ELD, the date for
completion of the inspection should be changed to March 1984, and the inspection
report issue date should be changed to .pril 1984.A

.

gc,wf'e-/

Thomas F. Westerman t

Enforcement Officer

Enclosure:
Memorandum to R. B. Roth

cc:
J. T. Collins
T. F. Westerman /
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To: R. B. Retn cc: J. J. Nor;is ' *. ...
*

.
, ,

, , , . , ,

FRCH: O. J. L.icinsky. -

SUSCECT: Tri: Recert CCC Jc0 Nc. H8301 (Comanene Peak unit 1-Clen Rose, TX)'' ~~

.
, .,

Tne writer was on tne sucject site July 26, 27, anc 28,1983. , . ., , ,

Tne fc11hing individuals were met vnile on site: ' ~' ~^ " ' ' " '' '
-

H. R. ;cSay (TUSI) Engineering Manager
C. T. Eran:t (ESAS 3) Project Non-A5tE QC Sucervis::
C:ne Crans (TU51) Constructi:n Resloent Manager
Jerry M ::s (ESASC3) Ps:sonnel

'.bnn Merritt (TUCC3) Manager of 5tsrt-up -
-

'T. L. Miller (ESASCO) Paint Ins 0e:tcr -

R. Tolsen (TUCOO) CA Manager @
Mark Wells (CiCOS 1 Hill) Engineer
Marry williams (C1::s & Hill) CC Paint Se:ervisor

Tne (c11 swing activities were performed wnile on site:

*42ct C. 7. 3randt (Ebasco) .
'x1y 26, 1953 -

walk site witn Harry Williams (Cites i Hill)-

Meet R. P:sgay (DEC) - discuss painter C.alificatiets and-
-

site c:nditions/cr:elems in general
Meet Mark wells (Gibcs anc Hill)- *

Cet Bacged .--

.

Juif 27, 1983 walk around . site - ceserve scrk on eclar cranc an: c::rne-

Brief meetin'g witn R. Tclson (TLC:3) and C. T. Branct-

(Enssco) - preliminary assessment by J.J.L. that Comanene
,

.Nak nas pr:clems in areas of =aterial storage,
'woik=ansnio -(ouality of work and painter cualification &
incoctrination), not satisfying 2NSI recuirments and
c:ss101y coating integrity. All of above could Effe:t
NRC licensing to Wnicn R. Tolson reclied "That's not my
joo or concern .a

. .

Also discussed for:n=r CBC cmoloyees with emchasis en T.
L. M111::: (Ebasco) . R. Tolson (TUCCD) asked JCL if .u.
would renire T. L. Miller (Ebasco). JJL re:11ed

'

*

"Decending on circunstances, yes". C. T.. Brandt (Ebase:)
vclunteered to have T. L. Hiller (Ebasco) at the ai: pert

,

by three o' clock.*

.
.
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Od y 27, 19 0 - Cc tnrough pr:Je:tspecifications
- Meet witn swing shift insoection personnel -

- .

- 0:sarve swing shift work on polar crane and dome
.

.

July 25, 1953 - Meet D and give run down on ecservations and potential
pr: lem areas,

- Meet witn Mark Wells (Gibbs and Hill) and go over
soecification 2323AS31 anc FSAR ccanitments to ANSI

, Standards. ANSI N5.12, 101.2, 101.4 (wnich ties into.

~

"'5.2) and :legulat ry Guide 1.54 are referenced in. .

eitner the specification or FSAR.

Acvise JJN en . specification /FSAR comnitments .

-Meeting with J. Merritt (TUCCO), C. Crane (TUSI)
R. Tolson (TUCCO), M. McBay (TUSI), D, 31,

JJN gave introduction whic' incluced the fact that theA) n
Comanene Peak site is committed to ANSI reCuirements
and JJN then attempted to turn over discussion to J1.

3) J1 started by stating tnat based on ecservations and
specifi:ation/MSI =cmmitments that there are areas for '

*'people to be concerned about at Comancne Peak.

J1 criefly reviewed for the indivicuals present that
OSC nas nad extensive experience o'n nuclear projects,
and that CSC is familiar witn varicus means/metheds of
satisfying ANSI requirements.

R. Tolscn (TUCO3) asked for ermoles of specifi:

orselem areas or items.

21 raslied that specifics cannot be given witnout a!

thorough review / audit. However, described pr:31 ems
with material stcrage, cainter
cualifi:atien/inocctrination, cessible cocumentation
ceficiencies, anc morale pr::1.=ns.

C) J1 indicated that by 3rcwn and Root estimates, cnly 34 -

out of 452 individuals are of any value as painters.
| JA also stated that if Quality =crk is out in place

then they would be a long way to r2 solving site*'

.

proclems. Further 31 stated that there is currently a
"No Wind situation on site between the craft and QC

T Inspectors, and even thougn this st:mds corny, Sr:wn
and Root needs to develop a " Win-Win" situation.

.,

.
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Conversation at this point took off on the areas of .

assuring that individuals putting work in place are !~,..*

'

coing an acewate job or get disciplined, and c'.anging .
-

metais. .

.

0) Discussion tnen centered on what if any changes OEC~

would recommend for the specification. Essentially
0:cwn & Root is hacpy with the level of enforcement /
inspection currently in force for the specification /
procedure re wl:ements. Also a change in the'

specification this late in the game would only confuse
matters on site. JJN to come up nith a DCA fcr
touco-uo.

'E) P cclems with the cuality of the air supcly (takes up
to half of tne snirt to have tne cil ::colem cc ected)

;
#

-

-ere discussac anc now to correct same.
.+

F) Availacility and oualification of inscection personnel
was discussed. 33N suggested tnat J. Coogan (SEl) may*

have some pecple availaole. J. Herritt (TUCCC)
suggested J. Ccogan contact Jerry Hoc;s (Ebases).

P.

-Hesting witn J. Churen (TUGCD VP) J. Herritt (TUG 3)
234, J3:.

A) J. Merritt (TUCOD) reviewed /sumari:ed discussion of
~

earlier meeting. .

3) J. %: itt (TUGOC) directed JOuCGC to do no mere
(cine; than recommend altern'ative air supply) until
.netified by TUCCO.

'

inc following are the writers oeservations/ccinions as a result of this'

site visit:
.

A) To some extent a parallel can ce drawn with Comanene
''

Peak and Zimmer. Comanene Peak is doing inspections to ' ,

tne cegree that they (Comanene Peak) are comfortacle
with or will tolerate. However in the real vcIld there '.-

''

,

'
are requirements that have to be sa_tisfied,;a, d in atn

, , , , , , , ,"least the areas of material storage, painte: t

cuallrication/ indoctrination, doc:. mentation and .i
tracencility indications art that Canarene Peak falls ;,

*
'

snart in adecuately satisfying these wrquiremen'.s.' The
*

=riter's opinien is that management'"at Cananche Pet,k -

'

has deluced itself into thinking eyer / thing is alright*

or it will all em out in the wash. The fact that '

management attemots to scuash any efforts to point out
cuality problems (No NCR;s, QC reQCrting to PTOduCtion,
etc.) to some extent confirms tre above, anc nas led to
a mcrale problem .ith the inscection staff.'

_ . . _ _ _ _ _ __,_ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ . _ _ _ .__ _. _ . - _ . - _ . _ - _ _ , . . _ _ _
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8) Almost everyone in the inspection staff is looking to get.

out of Comanche Peak. The inspection staff =crks 60-70 -

| hours a week. You can't verk people on an extended basis
! even with hign salaries (apcarently only a few stay a wncle,

year). In addition to the long hours the inspectors
'

contacted by the writer (other disciplines included) all
have a low Opini.cn of the Quality of the work put in place,
and in effect are keeping quiet until they can find another
job.,

.

C) The writer did not feel c35fortable with the way D
presented the ANSI recuirments This has been discussed
with 3 , and'to a certain extent tne writer feels that at
the least the manner of presentation was counter procuctive
tc Cannon's ef ferts. The writer would like to state for
tne recerd that CSC cces satisfy all acclicaele AN5*

-

recuirements and nas cone so on neercus nucleap p;cjects.

0) JJN and JJL discussac the cocsibility of CBC performing an
in-cectn aucit. The writer cannot reconrnenc an audit at
this time tecause B&R is nostile to the icea and ne action
would be taken by 5&R cn preelems/cencarns cetected during *

tne aucit.
'

E) Hign Cri of CZill is cower ground to acce=tacle CF'. This
would ournisn or polish the mine, anc pessicly result in.

poc: achesien of tne tcp coat. .

r) Old Phencline 305 (between 1-2 years old) is meing
tccccated with new Phenoline 305 with little er no surface
preparation (sclvent wipe).

.

SiJteGRY :

1) This trip was not as productive as tne writer had hc;ed.
Of ten the writer felt that B&R = anted to buy the "rignt"
answer. Tnis is substantiated to some extent by the fact -

that they did not try to utilice the excertise and/or
experience of the writer with regard tu Quality
Assurance / Quality Centrol, and the attitude of the 3!JL
management (especially Quality Assurance).

.

2) If OBC tries to obtain a centract on this site, the writer
would suggest that it be a rework contract tecause it will~

ce impossibla (by all indicaticns) to salvage what werk is
currently in place.

'
.
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