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be represented by existing parties; and
(5} the extent to which the petitioner's participation
will broaden the issues or delay the proceedings.

1. The new contenti>n is filed on time.

The events providing the basis for this contention occurred
within the last three months. CCANP filed the additional
conteption within a reascnable time of petitioner's receipt of
the information on which the contention is based. The first
factor, therefore, favors admission.

2. Only admission of the new contention can rrotect
Intervenor interests.

Only the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has authcrity over
the safety of nuclear power plants. Petitioner challenges the
stability of the soil underneath the buildings at the South Texas
Nuclear Project. Lf the new contention proves toc be true, then
the remedy is to deny the license unless the instabiiity can be
corrected. Only the NRC can provide the remedy sought by
petitioner.

The second factor favors admission.

3. Absent admission of this concention and CCANP's
participation in litigating the contention, the record in this
proceeding will be seriocusly inconplete.

The physical stability of the project site is obviously of
crucial importance. Only CCANP has raised this issue bhefore the
Board. CCANP's record of participation is sufficient guarantee
CCANP will contribute to the development of a sound record. This
third factor favors admission.

4. The issue of CCANP's interests being represented by
existing parties is moot.

AS an admiti~d intervenor, CCANP is already recognized as
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éw of the Matarial Distribution Stat
Mataria\ [ssue Substation No. 3 in June 1

Jgne 2, N381, power was 1o0st for four and one-half ncurs and tAat 2l)
the welding\roa in the gvens at the time was sgwnaraced., The dttendant
ted she roqoved all rods from tne gvens 2nd placed the rogs in green

ne stated that gnortly there-

0 ner office

cans that are

signatad for downgrzging.
after the Matariy

Céntrol Sucervisor came

or l/‘!

'd removed the
green cians contain\o¢ the downgraded rods. The 2ttencanX also refarred
t0 the memorandum friyy the Enec rtcai .e"ar.unn‘ to Chief Welding

Engineer documenting

ntervisw of Matarial

&t he sersonzlly
ced weidinc rgd
ng scheel ¢on
cbook wnich

0 the welding

(ntarview of the Mazarial )
transportied two hundrad 2nd tw
from Materiel Issue Substation
June 22, 1981, The Sugervisor

contained cocumentation cf the
scnool.

Intarview of the Project | that on or 2rounc
June 22, 1831, ne was mace 3 3 tes that aooroxi-
mately 2C0 oounds of welding grics 2 1055 of sower
at Matarial Issue Substati znace 6% olace &
monetary vaiue on tne 2CC g rec
investic tion gisc that @ “our ang cne-nali (8r 1085 was 2xoeri-
encec at Material sucszaticn Ne. 3, 2ng th fPegted welding rod
was downgraced in gccordance with Srocacure Ne "evisjon 3, "Controi
of Helding “atapi " and subssquently sent to it \ging school.
The two indiv; identified oy the alleqer ¢ ce surzed by
this sequengé of events" were identifiec 25 tSefnc meriers of the Nectrical
Construcy®n Departrent ina would therefore nct te fimiliar with thi\ Yelaing
Departpefht material issuance recuiraments anc orocacures
& > .
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That, based on the satting oF tench marks 2n June 23, 19732, anc the sucse-
quent tiking of elavation reacdings cn the sare Lencn —arks con May 3, 1878,
oy the Fig2igd Zngineaering Cepcartrent, tfe Unit 2 3C3 s settiing fasctar on

one sice tnan the other. '




Investicative Findinas

[r4ividual A submitted an internal BiR memorandum which he falt warrantad

astigation. The memorandum dated August 15, 1972, was from a Field
Engineering Department surveying crew Party Chief to the then Chief
Construction Engineer. The memorandum expressad a belief an the part of
the Party Chief that the Unit 2 RCB was settling faster cn one side than
on the other. His conclusi¢n was based on readings taken on construction
control bench marks gn the shel! liner of the Unit 2 2C3. These bencn
marks were established to sat elevations on 311 construction inside th
Containment 3uilding. Basad on readings taken June 22, 19783, and May 9,
1978, the Party Chief reported an elevation chance of sne-quarter in¢n
from one side of the building to the other., The specific survaying infor-
maticn is recorded in Field Book No. 37-D, sages 2302-310 znd Field Sock
No. 37-H, pages £36-638. These pages were attached =0 the submitted
memorandum.

interview of Lead Site Geotechnical ESnaineer

Interview of the Lead Size feotechnical Engineer served to identify the
procedures and responsibilities for cn-site geotechnical menitoring.

The interview disclosed that geotechnical monitoring is performed by nis
subordinates and not by the Field Encineerina Department. He explained
that Engineering Procecures Manual STP-PE-002-2, “Administration of
Geotecnnical Field Activities," and Tachnical Refarence Jocument

No. 5Y310SQ011, “Geotaechnical Field Engineering," wers the documents which
controllec the acguisition of bench mark data for ingcut into the comoutar

program entitled, "Geotecnnical Menitoring [nformation Sysstem," (GEMIS)
The output ¢f this program is subsecuently used in calculaticns of
differential settlement. The Lead Sits Geotechnical Fisld Engineer then
suppiied the most recent (as of December 1980) calcuiation oF diffarential
sattlement for the Unit 2 RC3. This calculation (No. 3Y210SC282-L/PCN =%,
Subpart 13) was reviewed ang snowed the end 20 enc tilt of zhe Unit 2 2C3
-
v

in the 2ast-west direction as 0.00 inches and Q.15 inches in the no~th-s0uth
direction. The ceneral structural design criteria scecifies 2 maximum
differential of 0.5 inches at time of piping connections.

Interview 5f
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nnical Monitoring Zncineer

‘nterview o Gegtechnical Monitoring Engineer discliosed that bench mark
readings are taken every month 3nd that the 2ench marks wnich are usaq

are six drass caps sat in the concrete Tencdon Gallary flcor. The engineer
axplained that these Sench Tarks ire not suszeoticie £3 carace or Tovamenst
from construction activitias and are more accurats sinca they are igcatad
on the too of the RC3 base mat. The sncineer sucolige tre riw fa%ta from
reagdings takan in April 2nd then in Zecamger 9F 1572, - revizw 37 tnis
data by NRC zersonnel did not disclose in uneven sattiame~t trend.
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Interview of Assistant Chief Field fnicneer

Interview of the Assistant Chief Field Engineer disclosed that ceotechn.cal
monitoring is not a responsibility of his department and that he recalled
the events documented in the memorandum. He stated that the Party Chief
was only responsible for setting elevations for the crafts and that while
deing so he noticed a difference of ¢ne-guarter inch across the buiiding
and that he then reported this for additional verification. The Assistant
Chief Field Engineer stated that subsequent measurements on the brass caos
in the Tendon Gallery floor did not reflect the measurements taken by the
Party Chief. The Assistant Chief Field Zngineer felt that the measurements
resuiting in the memorandum from the Party Chief wers not reliable %o
indicate the performance of the faundation.

Additional Conzern

An additional memorandum submitted by Individual A is dated August 13, 1979,
frem the Chief Field Engineer to the Calibration Supervisor. The memorandum
referred to the potential impact on the calibration 3f the XAE Paragon
tilting levels from the adverse nandling involved in sending the instruments
by airplana to the Callas-Fort Worth area for calibration. Individual A
stated that this was not a specific concern, but rather, only wanted %o

know if this item was related to the uneven settlement concarn.

Interview of Calibration Sugervisor

[nterview 57 the Calibration Supervisor disclosad tha:t the memorzandum
acdressing the calibration of X&E Paragen tilting levels resulted in can-
cellation of calibration servicas in the Jallas-Fort Woren area,and tnat

the instruments were now being calibrated in Houston. =e stated that
recaiibration occurs every two menths, and that the instrurents ars nang-
carried to and from Houston by his own perscnnel. The Sucervisor sucplied
ail the "Deficient Controlled Material and Testing Zguicment Evaluaticn
Reports" issued for the K3E Paragon tilting lavel identified in the
memorancdum ‘No. ST-CC-0947). These reports are gereratasd in accordance
with instrument calibration Procsdure MNo. [CP-2, Ravision 3, "Genera!
Calibration Procedure," every time 2n instrument cces out of zalibration.
A review of these reports by MNRC personnel did not disclose an relation-
ships to the alleged uneven settliement.

Cocument
The foilewine document identified nerein as ittachment 1 is maintzined
in the NRC Region [V QOffice:
Attachment 1 - B&R QA/QC Field Action 2ecuest MNo. 10344, catad
June 22, 1981
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company Houston Lighting & Power 1'Q. Box 1700 Houston, Texas 77001 (713) 228.921§

August 25, 1983
ST-HL=-AE-9756
File Number: Gi2.154

Mr. John T. Collins

Regional Adainistrator, Region IV
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000

Arlington, Texas 76011
Dear Mr. Collins:

South Texas Project
Units 1 & 2
Cocket Nos. STN 50-498, STN 50-439
First Interim Report Concerning Reactor
Vessel Core Support Tolerance

On July 26, 1983, pursuant to 10CFR50.55(e), Houston Lighting &
Powar Company (HL&P) notified your office of an item concerning the
reactor vessel core support ledge. Attached is the first interim report
concerning this item. The next report will be subziited to your office
by February 16, 1984,

If you should have any questions concerning this item, please
contact Mr, Michael E., Powell at (713) 877-3281.

MEP/mg
Attachment
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(Baker & Botts)
(Lowenstein, Newman, Reis, & Axelrad)

Director, Office of Inspection & Enforcement

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

G. W. Muench/R. L. Range
Central Power & Light Company
P. 0. Box 2121

corpus Christi, Texas 78403
H. L. Peterson/G. Pokorny
City of Austin
P. 0. Box 1088
Austin, Texas 78767

J. B, Poston/A. vonRosenberg
City Public Service Board

P. 0. Box 177

San Antonio, Texas 782%6

Brian E. Berwick, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
for the State of Texas
P. 0. Box 12548
Capitol Station

Austin, Texas 78711

Lanny Sinkin

Citizens Concerned About Nuclear Power
5106 Casa Oro

San Antonio, Texas 78233

Robert G. Perlis, Esquire

Hearing Attorney

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C,

20555

Charles Bechhoerer, Esquire

Chairman, Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

L. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D. C. 20555

Or., James C. Lamb, III
313 Woodhaven Road

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514
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Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
University of California
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Page 1 of 2

South Texas Project
Units 1 & 2
First Interim Report Concerning Reactor
vessel Core Support Tolerance

I. Summary

An optical survey of the installed Unit 1 Reactor Pressure Vessel revezled
two nonconforming conditions:

1) A tilt of the reactor vessel and associated tilt of the core
support ledge in excess of allowable limits.

2) A waviness condition in the core support ledge that exceeds
flatness criteria.

The cause of the tilt and waviness is unknown. The NSSS supplier has been
directed to perform an analysis of the tilt situation and the waviness to
determine the safety implications, if any.

11. Description of Deficiency

On July 26, 1683, pursuant to 10CFR50.55(e), Houston Lighting & Power Company
(HL&P) notified the NRC Region IV of an item concerning the reactor vessel
core support ledge. A detziled description of the identiiied concerns
follows:

Core Support Ledge Tilt

Data from an optical survey of the reactor vessel and reactor vessel core
support ledge and flange indicated that the core support ledge does not
conform to tolerance requirements relative to total overall slope or tilt.

Although no definite cause for this condition has been identified, it is
possible that RCB differential settlement cince the vessel was set mav have
caused the overall slope of the ledge tu exceed allowable limits. The
current RCE differential settlement is well within allowable limits for
structural considerations.

Core Support Ledge Waviness

Field surface measurements of the core support ledge also indicated wavines
in the core suppcrt lecge that exceeds total flatness criteria. Tne cause
the waviness in the core support ledge has yet to be determined.

S
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111. Corrective Action

Core Support Ledge Tilt

Preliminary assessment by Westinghouse indicates that the overall vessel tilt
* is not & sa‘ety or operability concern,

Core Suoport Ledge Waviness

The NSSS supplier (Westinghcuse) has been directed to evaluate the waviness
to determine if this is a safety concern and to recommend appropriate
corrective action. Further analysis is required to determine the stress
related effects of the waviness. Corrective action will be determined
following completion of this analysis.

IV. Recurrence Control

Recurrence Control cannot be ad:ressed until the cause of these conditions is
determined.

V. Safety Analysis

Core Support Ledge Tilt

Experience on another project (Foreign) with support ledge induced slope cu
to building differential settlement indicates that this aspect of the probl
is not a safety issue. A detailed evaluation is currently being performed

confirm this.

ct D @
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Core Support Ledge Waviness

Preiiminary assescment of the vessel support ledge survey data indicates that
the waviness of the support ledge will result in increased bearing stress
between the core barrel flange and tne support ledge. A detailed analysis is
being performed to confirm this assessment and to determine the impact of
increased stresses, if any.

No conclusions can be drawn at the present time as to the impact of these
conditions on the safety of plant operations.
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Nuke reactor tilting

beyond tole

By BILL MCCANN

American-Statesman Staft

One of the South Texas Nuclear
Project’s twin reactors is tilting.

1t is not like the Leaning Tower of
Pisa or anything. In fact, the tilt is
less than a tenth of an inch — an
amount imperceptible to the eye.

But it is serious enough for Hous-
ton Lighting & Power Co., the pro-
ject’s managirg partner, ‘0 report it
to the Nuclear  Regulatory
Commission.

Tee 'ait 1 reactor vessel and a
support ring inside the vessel are tilt-
ing in excess of the tolerances set by
the manufacturer.

In addition, the stecl support ring.
known as the core suppont ledge, 1§
wavier than the manufacturer's hm-
its. A concern is that the waviness
could cause uneven Siress within the
vessel, resulting in excessive wear.

THE STEEL REACTOR vessel is
inside the giant Unit 1 containment
building, which is made of concrete
and steel. The 14-foot-diameter ves
sei holds the reactor core containing
the nuclear fuel. Heat produced in
the vessel turns water 10 steam that
drives an electrical generator.

“you are talking about some pret-
ty small - ariations,” said Houston
Lighting & Power official Don Beeth.
For example. the maximum it al-
jowed for the reactor vessel is .007
of an inch. The tiit measures 071 of
an inch, about 10 times the allowable
amount. But the variance is still only
02 of a degree, Beeth said.

* Houston Lighting & Power offi-

rance level

cials say they do not know what
caus>¢ the tilt and the wavy suppont
risg. Bul they have asked Wesling-
nouse Electric Corp. 10 determine
whether the conditions pose prob-
lems and need to be corrected. The
report is due by Nov. 1.

“RIGHT NOW WE can draw no
conclusions as to the significance of
the conditions or how they came
about,” Beeth said. "But just because
tolerance limits are exceeded does
not mean the reactof won't operate
properly.”

Seitling of (he contzinment build-
ing that houses the reactor may be
responsible for tre tiil, according to
a memo from the power company to
the regulatory commission.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
officials in Arlington saic the preb-
tems ¢0 not appear to be serious. But
they are awailing results of the stucy
pefore making any de'srminatlion.

Opponents of the project have
been warning for years that serious
settiing problems are possible be-
cause there is no solid ground be-
neath the complex of bulldings that
make up the project. In 1981, ques-
tions were raised about uneven set-
tling of the Unit 2 reactor building,
but regulatory commission inspec-
tors reported finding no problems.

The two reactor units, each capa-
ble of producing 1.25 miliion Kile-
walts of power, are being buiit ncar
Bay City. Project officials held a cel-
ebration last week 10 mark the com-
pletion of exterior concrete work at
the Uhit 1 containment building.




