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thru-wall bolts were good, the licenszse responded
that they had ng reason to suspect those bolts and
that the short-term gualification of the wall did
not rely on those thru-wall boltus. The team also
requested the QC records on *his modification, who
performed the work, and when the work was done.
(update as of April 7, 1992, the licensee has not
been able to answer any of the above. In addition,
the team was receiving different responses to the
above request at all levels of site management. It
has become increasing apparent that licensee
management is not aware of what is going on, they
don't have their arms around tha scope of this
issue, and are trying to do guick fixes to resolve
the "symptoms", but not the root cause.

As a result of the "Ping" test, the licensee wacked
off a fake "bolt head", which was located in FDG bay
#4, north wall. The team asked for this counterfeit
bnlt as evidence. The team also noted that no
attempt had been made to drill through the wall
where the bolt was knocked off. The team later
learned that at least one case of a faked through-
wall-bolt between the north and south plates was
present (us indicated by the "Ping" test).

No rigorous testing has been performed to dats t)at
the NRC is aware of (i.e., no ultrasonic=type
testing). The type of testing employed by the
licensee up to this point has been the "“feeler"
gauge (i.e., a hacksaw blade) and a ball-pin hammer
("ping" test). As far as the team has been able to
determine, if the licensee came ir contact with
metal using the feeler technique, (i.e., the metal
sieeve or threaded portion of tne bolt), then it was
determined to be a "good" bolt. Howevcer, the "Ping"
test was also used in conjunction with the feeler
tost to determine if the bolts penetrated the
concrete to some extent.

The licensee has been trying to back out a number
of bolts in the worst case wall (EDG # 4 south
wall). The team was told that some mini.um number
of bolts (12 ?) was critical to qualify the wall.
The team was told that the licensee has entered the
time window for determining short term qualification
of the masonry walls and by 1 PM on April 7, 1992,
a determination will be made on the short term
qualification. In addition. the team raised new
concerns that there may be other walls in the EDG
rooms which have not been mapped or verified. There
is also some gquestion as to what was done in
response to the hulletin and what was done as a
missile shield walli modification.
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the LCO window for determining short-term
operability for the rest of the EDC building masonry
walls for another 24 hours. The best-guess estimate
for walls 9 and 10 to pass was 50-50 at best. Much
debate and confusion ensued among 1licensee
management on what course of action to take, what
LCO they were in, and what priority of work needed
tc be scheduled. It was not clear from the 11:00
AM meeting with the licensee that they knew what was
going to happen next and in what order.

Results of the around the ~lock seismic evaluations
revealed that the originally identified critical
walls (#9 and #10) were not the worst case wall
after wall # 8. Wall #4 was subseguently identified
as the ¢ itical wall. However, the analysis showed
(after 'y assumptions were made too numerous to
mention . . ) that Walls 9, 10, and 4 were gqualified
within a 1., 5%, and 5% of the sat_ty margin of 3
(although the type of bolting in use requires a
safety margin of 5).

Other developments include 50 percent bolts failures
in other walls within the EDG building. The
licensee has subsequently identified 2 other pieces
of equipment (1 core spray loop and 1 nonsafety-
related SW pump) which were rendered inoperable by
failure of wall 4 8 (due to electrical conduit
adjacent to the wall). This late identification of
the problem has regquired the licensee to enter 2
more LCO action statements (7-day;. However, the
time clock did not start at the same time clock when
the licensee declared #4 EDG inoperable 24 hours
earlier (because of wall #8 was not qualified).

At the 10:00 AM meeting, the licensee is just
beginning to expand their search plant wide for
potential inoperable walls (and equipment basemat
supports, etc.).

*+*more to follow at the next update.#w+




