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May 25, 1984

NOTE TO: Tom Ippolito
SUBJECT:  COMANCHE PEAK - TELECON WITH H. MYERS/J. SIMPSON

On May 4, 1984 I received a phone call from H. Myers and J. Simpson.

Their call related to Comanche Peak. Several question or concerns were
passed on to me that I'd like for you to follow up on and get me a written
report within two weeks. Part of their concern related to their belief that
the NRC doesn't follow up on such concerns. i

The principal matters raised included:

1. The allegation regarding the forcing in place of the
main steam line using a crane. Did it occur; was it
acceptable; was it properly reported; did the NRC issue
an evaluation,

™~
.

Concern as to whether there was an adequate technical bases
for the derated value for the polar crane. Is the new
derated value coincidently the maximum load expected?

3. Regarding—concern about welding, does the
NRC believe he was, or was not, requested to perform a
welding that is outside the: approved procedure. What
is our technical view for such work?

ey vt

. Fis&énhut™
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cc: John Collins
H. Denton
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 )',/ ]’;’L{ 7—,& ‘,’, c /‘[ [
! ﬁ!'“'(- 18 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
, Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
FROM: Thomas A. Ippolito, Project Director
Comanche Peak
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION - RESPONSE
TO ALLEGATIONS

REFERENCE: Note to, T. A. Ippolito from D. G. Eisenhut, dated
May 25, 1984

By the above referenced note, you requested responses to three (3) concerns
identified to you by H. Myers and J. Simpson on the Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station (CPSES). The principal matters raised deal with allegations
that were related to us through the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board hearing,
Enclosed are the staff responses to these allegations. If I can be of further
assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

)
T >~
homas AZ ppolito, Project Director

Comanche Peak
Division of Licensing




Allegetion 1. One of the main steam lines in Unit 1 was moved using the

polar crzne, thereby placing the section of pipe line in an
unsafe stressed condition.

Response

The above alleged improper construction practice was expressed by-
'in an affidavit dated February 3, 1983, prepared for Citizens

‘Association fur Sound Energy (CASE) and in an interview conducted on April 14,

1283, by members of the NRC Office of Investigations Field Office, Region IV.
An inspectiun of this and other allegations was conducted May 10 - July 1 and
September 9-22, 1983 and documented in Inspection Report 50-445/83-27, dated

September 29, 1983 (See Enclosure 1 llegation #2).

Although Brown & Root personnel named by‘” as being involved with
the movement of the Steam Line contradicted the & egation, the NRC inspector
conducted an independent review of the onsite documented records regarding this
matter.

The reactor building polar crane was utilized in 2 vertical 1ift to assist
repositioning a section of permanent piping mentioned by The
licensee has maintained a documented engineering record of the specific line
movemert. The NRC inspector noted that the movement of the line was necessary

in order that a large section of temporarily instzlled flushing pipe could be
removed, and to relocate the permanent section of the main steam line-that

hed "sagged" due to the weight of the temporary pipe. The record folder contazins
meeting notes (memorandum) which reflect discussicns with Westinghouse (NSSS
Supplier) and the cognizant A/E representatives prior to the work activity,

in addition to establishing engineering limitations and gcceptability. The

line was moved on January 16, 1982 under the supervision of the field mechanical
engineering group, and was witnessed by an engineering representative whn observed
the installation and use of the dynamometer (to register crane 1ifting loads)
throughout the operation. The TitTt connections 2nd applied forces were recorded
and retained in the file. The lifting points were consistent with the hanger
locations to simulate the permanent support system. The ag-built confiqurztion
was_cnalyzed for stress and the acceptahility of the line confirmed. In addition,
the recent completion of the "Reactor Hot Functiona] Test" did not reveal

any undue stress conditions. The allegation could not be substantiated. No
violations or deviations were identified in this area of the inspsction.

PECT

AYla
Al lEq

ation 2. The Containment Polar Crane was derated Wny waes it derated to

a point where it was stili able to move the reactor vecsel head?

Response
.

Containment Polar Crane derating is an accepted, anticipated practice during
the transition from the consiruction phase to the operation phase. As stated
in the Applicant's Final Safety Aralysis Roport (FSAR , Section ©,1.4.3.1,
"The Containment Polar Crane is used during the plant construction phass for
1ifts up to 475 tons (for handling the reactor vessel and steam cenerators)
prior to its intended normal service. The uce of the crane during the construction
phise does not imply any nuclear safety related condition. During refucling or
maintenance operations, the Containment Polar Crane handles a max; m noncritical
lozd of 175 tons. The heaviest load expected to be 1ift s the rezcto
vessel head assembly,¥

T L g—




Originally, the Polar Crane was rated at 499 tons and during th
phase of Comanche Pezk appropriate testing of the Crane was completed. Prior
to preoperational testing, the polar crane was derated to 175 tons, consistent
with the load requirements for plant operation. The contzinment polar crane
was adequately tested in its derated configuration for handling *he maximum
critical load (Reactor Vessel head assembly). Static and dynémic tests with
2 load equal to 125% of the maximum critical load were performed subsequent to
the derating modifications to the main hoist. The Safety Evaluation for
Containment Polar Crane Testing (See Enclosure 2) will appear in a future

supplement to the Safety Evaluation Report for Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station.

Allecation 3. _uas required to perform welding activities in
viclation of the approved pr

ocedures,
Resgonse
-

This allegation is stil) under

itigation in the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board (ASLB) hearing. Cited specific concerns that falj into
the scope of this general allegation, The staff expanded the scope of the
specific concerns and performed inspections in these areas. These inspections

reised questions by the staff. Resolution of these matters will depend on the
applicant's response to stafs inquiries. .

€ preconstruction
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in Reniy Refer To:
Dockets: =0-443/83-27

Texes Utilities Generating Company

ATTN: R. J. Gary, Exezutive Vice
Presicent & Cenerzl Mznager

2001 2ryan Tower

Dellas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

This refers 1o the inspection concducted by Mr. R. C. Stewart of this office
curing ihe zeriods May 10-July 1, and September 8-22, 1883, of azctivities
gutherized Sy NRC Censtruction Permit CPPR-126 for the Comznche Pezk, Unit 1

Arezs examined curing the inspection included inspection of z1leged improper
construction practices expressed by Robert L. Messerly and an individuz)

who recuested contidantiality. Within these areas, the inspection coensisted
ef selective examination of procedures and representztive recercs; interviews
with personne)l, and observations by the inspector. These findings are
-cocumentec in the encicsec inspection report. -

within the scope of the inspectiion, no violations or dewiztions were
_jcentified. '

““1n accordance with 10 CFR 2.7980(z), 2.copy of this letter and the enclosure
“will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by teiephone, within 10 cays of the czte of this letter, and submit written
apoiication to withhold information contzined therein within 30 cays of the
..cate of this letter. Such zpplication must be consistent with the requirements
of 2.7°0(b)(1). '




SEP 23 1253

Texzs Utilities Generazting Co. o

Should you have any ouestions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased
¢ ciscuss them with you.

Sincerely, b

B. L MaTETY

G. L. Madsen, Chief
keactor Prcject Branch 1

Enciosure: '
Acpendix = NRC Inspection Report
5C-445/83-27 -

cc w/enclosure:

H. €. Schmidt, Project Manager

Texas Utilities Generating Company

2001 Bryan Tower

Callas, Texas 75201

R. B. Clements, Vice President-
Nuclear

(seme address a2s above)

Texas Utilities Generating Company
ATTN: H. C. Schmict, Project Manager
2001 8ryan Tower

- Dalies, Texas 75201

Texzs Utilities Generating Company

ATIN: B. R. Clements, Vice President, Nuclear
2001 Erven Tower, Suite 1735

-Dallas, Texas 75201

o¢cc to DM8 (1E01)

becec distridb. by RIV:

RPB1 D. Kelley, SRI-Ops
RPE2 R. Taylor, SRI-Cons
TPE Section Chief (RPS-A)
J. Collins, RA J. Gagliarde, DRRPALEP
C. Wigner, PA0D T. F. Westerman, ES

M. Rethschild, ELC M. Pesner, CIA
MIS SYSTEM

RIV File ]

TEXAS STATZ DEPT. OF HEALTH
Juanita £11is '

David Preister



APPENDIX

U. §. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1V

N=Z Inrsdection Report: 50-245/83-27

Docket: 5(0-&45 Construction Permit: CPPR-126

Licensee: Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUuGCOD)
2001 Bryan Tower
Dallas, Texas 75201

Facility Name: Comanche Peak, Unit 1

inspectiion At: Comanche Peazk, Unit 1, Glen Rose, Texas

inspecticon Conducted: sy 10-Ju)

1, and Sepigmber 8-22, 1983

inspector: =y

C. StewaFT,—<eactor Inspev-or Date
Reactor Project Section A

. Y -
“Approved: gfé’w _L9 18 g 3
D. M. Punnicutt, Chief . Date
Reactor Project Sect on A
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¢. Osbern, Tool Crib Foreman

The NRC inspecter &lso c::::c:ed
during the course of the inspect

+his inspection,
nducted by memd
hed R

Nete: Prior tc
interviews were €O

0¢fice, Region IV (see &

- - -

e

Alleced Improper Constructicn Practices

The NRC inspector, through an interpretative review of Mr, R. L. Messerly's
sfficavit, dated Fehruarv 3, 1983, and his statements cguring his interview,
April 14, 1983, determined that thare were seven specifically alleged
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That tubular hanger/support steel anchor bolt holes were enlargec
with & burning torch which he said was’ unauthorized.

Thzt (Richmend) anchor bolts were not perpendicular to concrete
surface and, therefore, unacceptable.

That stainless steel pipe attachments were welded on piping withcout
an inerting purge. .

That NRC Form 3, "Notice to Employees” was not posted on three mzin
bulletin boards. '

Inspection Findingcs

Alleogation 1

Discussion N .

Mr. Messerly stzted that during his assignment &s Toreman over ths2
first crew responsible for drilling through concrete and reinforcing
steel (rebar) cduring installation of cable tray and pipe hanger
suppeorts, he was ordered by his supervisors to Joan out drill bits
and/or dril) undocumented and unauthorized holes through rebar.

To further support his aliegation, Mr. Messerly named B&R employess
responsible for the alleged improprieties and those who could
substantiate his allegations. 1/

In addition, Mr. Messerly provided the NRC staff a copy of his
personal dazily diary in which he Jeogged drilling of holes for
eleciric cable trays/hanger supports and rebar cutting details. He
stated that this diary aiso identified holes he drilled, in or
through, rebar and concrete without having documentztion and author=
jzation.

Chronologicz) Findinas 1678-19E2

In order %o determine the magnitude of implication and the resuiting
findings of Mr. Messerly's zallegations.

te)
'
L
-
o




The NRC inspecter reconsiructed, through the use ¢f recorcd archives
&nd interviews with site personnel, the onsite construction activities
&and QA/QC program being implemented in the specific area of concern
curing the period 157&-1879.

Rebar Cuttine Czsadbilities

The NRC inspector found from B&R purchases that during 1875 through
1882, the type of onsite equipment (drills) capable of cutling
through rebar and available to craft personne)l were restricted almost
exclusively to the (water cooled) type diamond core drill bits (rebar
e2ter) and associated ¢rid) motiors, purchased from Drillco Equipmens
Company, Inc., (Drillco) Miami, Florida. The Drillco water cooled
c¢iamond core drill bits purchased are hollow, tubular in shape,
varying in sizes frem 1/2" to 16" in dizmeter and from 2" to 14" in
Tength. The drilling end has a series of carbide rectangular shaped
teeth impregnated with industrial diamond dust. When worn, or dull,
the bits can be reccnditioned and reused.

The NRC inspecter found that the initia) core drilling requirements
(1875 to 1978) were under the contro] of the concrete department.
Drilling was restricted to investigative type core ¢rilling (identif-
ing concrete honeycomb, voids or cold joints) - in the base mats (NRC

Inspection Report 443/446/76-02 dated April 20, 1¢78).

In late 1877, recorcd archives contain copies of the original “Core

l Drilling Procedure," MCP-13, dated September 27, 1877, and issued for

) impiementation April 21, 1978. The procedure was developed for core

drilling through walls and slabs for the purpose of installing pipe
sleeves, conduits, instrumentation sleeves, etc. Penetrations which
were shown on drawings or inciuded in design documents prior to
concrete placement znd inadvertently omitted, or penetrations which
were added by the architect engineer (A/E) but for which the installa-
tion information was not available to.the field prior to concrete
placement were covered Dy this procedure. The procedure was applicable
for ail core drilling required in the plant. Core drilling was
assigned to the millwright department.

The procedure and its controlling document, “"Core Dril) Request
Form," requires delineation of exact location, size and rebar locatiop.
and contains review and approva) signoffs. This pfocedure continues
to be the principal core drilling procedure (Revision 3, dated
December 2, 1981). However, current policy (as determined by the
cognizant project civil engineer and reflected in documented records)
is the assignment of core dgrilling of 2-1/2" diameter and larger %o
the millwrignt department and 1/2" to 2" diameter core crilling te
the stee)l fabriczticn department crilling crew. The NAC inspector
dlso noted that "Core Drilling Recuest Forms" do not imely rebar
cutting; in fact, rebar cutting has for the most part, been avoiced
where possible as stated by the project civil engineer guring discus-
sions with engineering personnel. This fact was observed by the NRC



inspector during his review of randomly selected “Core Prilling
request Ferms" (1378 through 1982). - ’

. AS——————

Construction records indicate that electrical czbile tray, conduit
héncers, &nd pipe hanger support installations were initially starsed
in late 1¢78. This coincides with the formation of the steel fabrica-
tion cepartment pipe hanger crew(s), special driiling crew (headec up
by Mr. Messerly , and the requisition of the water cooled diamond
cere ¢rills and moters by the steel fabrication department (of which
Mr. Messerly was a member) on September 6, 1378. A record search
indicated a Design Change/Design Deviation Authorization 2470, dazed
September 5, 1978, authorizing rebar cutting for Cable Tray Suppor:
No. 587. This was an initial rebar cut made on September 9, 1978, and
icentifiecd by Mr. Messerly in his personal handwritten diary (see
peragraph 9). .

o e ——

The primary anchor and fasteners utilized ¢t CPSES for the zttachment
of cabie tray supports, conduit supports, pipe hanger supporis, exz.,
to concrete surfaces are the "Hilti" drilled-in concrete expansion
ancher and "Richmond" screw anchor. The Richmond screw anchor is
positioned priosr to concrete placement, wherezs the Hilti requires
cencrete crilling and placement 2t ‘the time of component installaziecn
(2 licensee representative stated, thet based on purchase orders,
over cne miilion Hilti bolits 1/2" to 1-1/4" in diameter, have been
instailed to dete). Drilled-in expansion bolts are bolts having
expansicn wedges so arranged that, when placed in 2 drilled hole znd
the nut tightened, the wedges are expanded and the bolt is securely
anchored. '

SRR AL 45 . Oy R T

i - i

The mest predominant means of ¢rilling holes into concrete for
expansion bolts is the use of Hilti power drills, using Hilti.carside
mesonry bits of the same nominz) size as the bolt. This form of : :
drilling coes not have the capability to dril) through rebar.

In Timited access areas where the Hilti power drills cannot be usez,

& Tlexible Drillco erive drill with ¢rild press/vacuum bzse and

Drillce water cooled carbide/ciamond bits are usec. This form of
¢rilling has the capability of g¢rilling through rebar and was rest-ictag
L0 the steel febrication depariment special drilling crew (headec oy

Mr. Messerly from September 1578 through October 1979).

For these two methods of drilling, no zuthorization is required for
Hilti bolt installations (other than an approved hanger support

insteilation "traveier" with its accompanying iocation drawings). 2
Cesign change zuthorizaticn is only reguired 47 relocstien is beve=sa
the crawing toierance limits, or if rebar is encounterad and recu: =s
cutting. <C(enstruction cuzlity progcrams of this nzture relv h

cn esch Incivicuals personnal intecrity to achere 1o oreccri
procequre regQuirements.

[
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A reseazrch of purchase orders for 1878 throuch 1279 concuctied by tne
NRC inspector, indicated that only seven (Dr111co) power dr.ves that
facilitate water cool.ng capability were purchased durxwg that time

frame. Two were issuec to the millwrigcht depariment znd f1ve were
jssued to the steel fabrication cepartment (under the .on.ro] of

Mr. Messerly . HMr. Messerly requisiticned {from the B5iR warehouse)
three drill machines, with water cooling splash guards, and one flex
shaft unit on September 6, 1978. An additiona) flex shcft unit was
requisitioned by Mr. Messerly on October 6, 1878.

In discussing the method of dri]llng with the Drillco water coocled
cdiamond bits with cognizant site personnel, the NRC inspector wzs
informed that when drilling with the diamond core bits, wzter cooling
is mancztorv. The wzter provides two primary func.1on= it removes
drilling debris (concrete/steel) as drilling prcoresses, otherwise
the drill bit would bing; secondly and most important, without water
coo]ing, the drill bit w111 readily "burn up," particularly when

attempting to cut through rebar steel. In addition, a drilling
fereman stated that, drilling ecuipment is heavy end bulky and
drilling set-up t\ne (mounting to walls or ceili nc) generzliy takes
half an hour to one hour. When drilling, the wzter cocling creztes a
concrete/water mist deluge requiring crew members (rorm=11y two) to
wear rain type outer protective clothing.

Diamond Core Dril) Bit Control

.

In verifying the purchase and control of the dizmond core dril) bits,
the NRC inspector reviewed 21 8&R purchase orders awarced to Drillce
dating from January 13, 1978 through February 13, 1880.

The NRC inspecter found that of the tota) 21 purchase corders, .10 -
reguisitions were initiated by the steel fabrication cdepartment
general superintendent, representing 293 core drill biz purchases,
and 11'purchase orders were intizted by millwright supervisery
personnel representing 12£ core drill bit purchases.

In reviewing the accompanying warehouse reguisitions czntzined in

each of the purchase order files, the NRC inspector noied that in the

case of the steel fabrication department orders, 21) reguisitions |
bore the signatures of Mr. Messerly or his department personnel. :
Correspondingly a1l equipment ordered by the nwllwrwch’s was issued ?
to and signed for by a cognizant millwright toreman.

The NRC inspoctor conducted an inspec’ion &t each of the respective
department teol crib areas (mi rFIghts ang steel fazbricatizn). The
millwrights mzintain 2 tool r- ire2 enclosec by heavy gauge wire
screen &nc & locked counter JCC@ss. The tool cris attengant
maintained z clip board type log specificaliy for the czntrel of
Drillco diamond ccre tits. The log icentifieg the incividual. elong
with checkoul &nd return dates. Entries in tnis" log czte back 0

October 18 1g78.
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The steel febrication cepartiment maintains & small Separate building
where the hanger instzllztion crew controls the c¢rilling equipment

and bits. The NRC inspector observed that the Drillco dizmand core

Dits were separately stored in a large wooden czbinet with zn accemzany-
ing combination lock. The method of contro) cver drills and bits wzs
discussed with the cognizant foreman. The foreman stzted that he nz
been in charge of diamond core bits and the fabrication depzrimen:
c¢rilling crew since April of 1982. He stated that he did not cut zny
rebar without an approved “request for rebar cutting" form, which he
further demonstrated by utilizing.an inprocess form cated June 14,

1983, No. 135. The NRC inspector determined that this was in acco-canceé

. with the prescribed procedure, CC-P-47, "Request for Rebar Cutting,”

cated June 17, 1981.

In interviewing former supervisors, foremen, znd members of diamonc
core drilling crews 1/, 211 interviewees stated thazs the present
method of controlling diamond Lits heas been in effect since the
initia)l purchese of Drillco bits; i.e., only cognizant supervisors,
Tecremen, or dril) crew members have access to the diamong bits (thcse
interviewed included five former members of Mr. Messerly’s cril)
crew). ’

Procedure Reviews and Procedure Implementaticn

D;ring the inspection, the NRC inspector reviewed B&R procedures znc
procedural implementztion applicable to concrete core drilling anc
drilling requirement: for Hilti bolt installations.

Included in the review were the original versions of issued procedures
Trom archive files that were applicable during 1878 aznd 197¢.

Applicable procedures reviewed included the following:

. i

- 8&R Proczadure 35-1125-CEI-20, "Ins%2z)lazien of 'Hiisi® Drillec-In :
Bolts," dated May 31, 1978; :

)

- 8&R Procedure =1385~CE1-20, "Insta)} :

ion of 'Hilti' Drillec-in

3 gl 8%
8olts," Revisio , gated January 26, 1¢¢

’

- TUST Procedure QI-QP-11.3-2, "Cable Tray and Concuit Hanger
Inspection," dated June 3, 1978;

- B&R Procedure 35-1195-MCP-13, “"Core Orilling," catec September 27,
1877 ¢ '

n B&R Procedure 33-1163-MCRP-13, "Core Dri ng.," Revisien 1. €a%eg
kprii 21, 1€78;

» TUSI Procecure CP-GP-11.2, "Surveillance and !nstpecticn o7
Concrete Anchor Boi: Installation,” catec Detemoer 13, 1579;




TUSI Procedure
gdted December

(a3
-
-

G&H Specification 2223-55-30 "Structural Embedments."”

’ 3%

The principal) construction procedu'e applicable for Hilti bolt
installation was B&R Procedure 35-1185-CEI- 20, originally issued
May 31, 1878. Section 3.2.1 tes, ‘;x,ansaon bolt

be drillecd into concrete ynferci 1 unless app"*
Gibbs & Hill, resident engine his representative

AluGb‘

ment has been retzined in 2a))1 subseo J°nt (eight) rev

procedure. The statement is current ly found in Sec
Revision 8, dated January 26, 1983.
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€. Although Mr. Messerly implied that his personzl ciary contzined
identification of unauthorized and undocument rebar cutting,
uniess shrouded by omission or misinformation, the NRC inspector
cculd not identify 2 rebar cut thzt was ndt zuthorized by
DC/DDA, DCA, or CMC.

d. Although the method of diamond bit accountability/control
exhibits & weazkness, the neecd for relying on incividuzl personal
integrity would not be diminished. The inspection findings dic¢
not, nor do not, suggest indiscriminate cutting of rebar was
done. Documented records exhibit & purposeful avoidance of
rebar interference. Furthermore, the Messerly cdiary cdemon-
streztes that less than 105 of the recorded totz) holes c¢rilied
by his crew encounted rebar that reouired cutting.

There were no violations or deviations identified in this arez of the
inspection,

Aljecation 2

1. Discussion

Mr. Messerly stated in his affidavit of February 3, 12632, znd in his
interview on April 14, 1883, that he hac witnessed the use of the
Unit 1 reactor contazinment building polar crane by a pipefitter
supervisor in relocating a2 main steam line in a manner that put undue
tension on the pipe. In addition, Mr. Messerly provided the names of

persons involved with the movement of the steam line 1/.

2. Conclusion - Allegation 2

Although B&R personnel named by Mr. Messerly contradicted his'a11egation
1/, the NRC inspecter conducted an indepencent review of the onsite
Cecumented records regarding this matter.

L was observed by the NRC inspector tha: the specifizc 32-inch steam
iine mentioned by Mr, Messeriy is, Loep 1, Line number MS-1-RE-0C1-1202-2.
and the reactor building polar crane was utilized in & vertical lifs
10 assist repositioning a2 section of this permanent piping. The
licensee has maintzined a documented engineering record of the
specific line movement. The NRC inspector noted that the movement of
the line was necessary in order that a large section of temporary
piping (zttached %o the steam generator feedwater nozzle and previously

used for water flushing) be removed and %o relocete the permanent
section of the mzin steam line that had "sagged” cue to the weight of
the temperarly instailed flushing pipe. The recerd foicer ccatains
meeting notes (memorzncum) which reflect ciscussicns ~ith Westingnoues
(NSS Supplier) znd the cognizant A/E rsprecentitives sricer to the
werk activily, in addition to esteblishing encineering iimitations
and accepraRility. The line was moved on Januafy 13, 1662 under the

\

"




supervision of the {ield mechanical engineering group, anc was

witnessed by an engineering representative who observed the insta’lation
&nd use of the cdynamometer (Lo register crane 1ifting loads) threcughout
the operation. The 1ift connections and zpplied forces were recorded
and retained in the file. The 1ifting points were consistent with

ihe hanger locations to simulzte the permaznent support .svstem. The
és-built contigurztion was analyzed for siress and the acceptadility

of the line confirmed. 1In addition, the recent completion of the
"Reactor Hot Functionazl Test" did not reveal any undue stress concditions.
This allegation cannot be substantiated.

No viclations or deviations were identified in this arez of the inspect oun.

~llegztion 3

-

-

(a8 ]

te

Discussion -

ODuring Mr. Messeriy's interview on April 14, 1883, Mr. Messerly (in
referencing his persona) diary) stated that he initially started
¢rilling rebar bzsec on the instructions of three-part memos, DC/DDAS,
and subsequently the CMC. Although Mr. Messerly ¢id not edliege that
the CMC was an improper document, he dig imply that the DC/DDA and
the three-part memo were not the right cocumentation.

-

Conciusion = Allegztion 3

Ouring the NRC inspector's review of Mr. Messerly's personal diary
(paragraph 6), it was observed by the inspector that the first four
holes (rebar cuts) he drillec on September 7 and B, 1978, for catle
tray hangers 586, 642, and 643, Mr. Messerly made the notation

"RFIC". 1In researching the archive files, the NRC inspecior founc

the original Request for Informaetion or Clarification (RFIC) documents,
Request Nos. EH-14 and EH-15, dated August 29, 1€78. Although .the
instructions authorizing rebar cutting contained in the RFIC were
correct and authorized by the cognizant A/E design engineer, the RFIC
document was not the "approved" method of authorizing a design

cheange. The NRC inspector noted that this documentztion error was
corrected by CMC No. 00766 issued on October 16, 1278. The eriginal
cocument, the RFIC contained a note to this effec:z. On September 9,
1878, Mr. Messerly’s diary contains & reference to DC/DDA No. 248¢ )
for two rebar cuts for hanger No. 5%7. 1In researching this particular
DC/DDA, the inspector found that DC/DDA No. 2589 was not relzted 1o
hanger No. 387. The NRC inspector found that DC/DDA No. 2470 correctly
icentified the rebar cutting authorization. The location and number

ov rebar cut was alce traced to CMC No. 01146, dazed September 20,
1678, and to the as-built builcing struciruzl drawings, "“Separ
Crawings Cutting Criteria.” This dilegation by Mr. Messeriy was
substantiated; hcwever, the origina)l cocumentation error wos icentifies
& short time aftler its occurrence anc immediately corrected anc ¢id
net impact op plant safety. ‘

violations or ceviations were igentified in this area of the

inspection.



Ailecztion 4

1.

Discussion

During Mr. '“cserly's interview on April 14, 18€3, and 2s stated in
his Februery 3, 1212 evfidavit, Mr. Messerly indicated that anchor
S0lt holes in tubudar steel nenger supporis were enlarged with 2
burning terch in order to compensate for the angularity of the
previously installed (Richmond) anchor bolts, rather than redrill <he
holes.

- T e s

Conclusion - Allecztion 4

L S LA RN 0 Bl pocal s el o S Skl b 0 4 sas

The results of the interviews of eight B4R employvees, whose nzmes
wére provided by Mr. Messerly and alleged to have knowledoe concern-
ing the improper use of cutting torches on hanger meterial, is
contained in the attached "Assistance to Inspection Report." 1/ Twe
individuals siated that they recazl) an instance during a redesign
mocification of a hanger where it was discovered that holes had bezn
eniarged by a burning torch, therefore, thazt portion of the renger
wis scrapped. ) '

During the onsite followup inspecticn concerning this matiter, the NRC
inspector discussed the use of cutting’:orches with the licensee's
weliding engineers and facricztion depariment engineers. The NRC
inspector was informed that the use of cutting torches is not prehibited,
provided it is done in accordance with prescribed B&R procedures
and/or ASME, Section III, Subsection 4211 (therma) cutting). 1In the
case of tubular hanger installations, the preferred method of correction
7or hole misalignment is to drill offses hole(s). This has been cone
on many occasions via the design change CMC document. The cognizant
project engineer, responsible for &pproving and issuing CMC's for
hanger modifications, stated that he knew of no CMC thet involved
duthorization of hole enlargement or hole relocation on tubular
henger supports utilizing thermal cutting; however, thermz) cutting
figs Deen permittied as necessary on other types of carbon stee)
sudporis, base plates, etc.

The NRC inspector concucted a walk=through ¢f the containment builcing
to examine accessible installed tubular hangers, specifically in tne
plant areas mentioned by Mr, Messerly curing his ihterview. The
inspector examined epproximateiy 60 hangers at the S05' and £60°
elevations in the containment building. Althcugh limited in visuz)
iccessibility to each 1" or 1-1/4" drillec hele in each sectien of

N€ tubular hangers, the NRC inspector ¢i¢ not find any hele thet w:ic
Alarged by 2 cutiing torch

™

LON L

7 aodition, tne NRC inspector discussed the subject ¢f thermal
CYItIng with the cognizant OC SUPDerviISIne inspector wno was invelsed
with inspections of tubular hanger insts lation guring 19280-3522.

The GC SUD‘:‘-'\‘H'SC" stateg, théetl neither he nar f—_F\_\/ inspector ciscevereo

ale
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en instaliecd tudular hanger hole having been enlarged by & cutting
torch,

Szsed on the lazk of specificity by Mr. Messerly, the lack of
corroboretive testimony by Messerly's witnesses, interviews by the
NRC inspector with cognizant site personnel, znd the (limited)
examinations of instzlled hangers, this allegztion could not be
sudstantiated.

There were no violations or deviations identified in this arez of the
inspection. ’

.

Alleoztion 5

= 2iscussion

Ouring the interview on April 14, 1983, Mr. Messerly stzted that
Richmond Insert anchor bolts installed between elevations 905' anc
860' in the reactor containment building have not been ins=zlled
perpendicular to the cencrete surfaces and, therefore, are unacces:-
abie. In addition, Mr. Messeriy stated, ". . . whatever angle it is,
we would drill it at that angle so that it would come through the
tube (i.e., tubular steel) and when it comes out the other side of
the tube, it comes out as close to center as we could get it."

Mr. Messerly also stated, "Just go out there and pull any . . .
studded rod out of there, pull three of them and two of them is [sic)
crooked." :

Conclusion - Allegation 5§

During the NRC inspector'r onsite follow up of this matier, the
inspector found that the L&R Procedure CP-CPM .10, "Fabrication of
ASME-Related Component Supports," (original issue 12/28/78) is the
primary constiruction installation procecure to be impiemented and

* followed by the hanger installation crews. The "Generz) Fabricztisa
anc Installation Recuirements," Section 2.3.1.2 "Thstz)lation
Tclerances," stztes in part,

"Field Fit Tolerances

-
"The tolerances discussed above shall be maintzined for suppors
fabrication activities. However, if during the installation,
the support won't fit, the members may be “field fit" provides
the picing and elevation tolerances shown below have been
maintained. A1l cther tolerances regarding zxial :
alignment, and base plate atiachments must be adhere
clherwise notec on the drawing."
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In &ddition, Section 32.3.2, states in part,
N Surfaces of bolted parts in cuatzct with the bolt or nut
shzll have & slope of no more than 1:20 with respect to a2 plane
nurmal to the bolt zxis. Where the surface of a high strength
bolted part has a slope or more than 1:20, 2 beveled washer
shall be used to compensate for the lack of parzllelism."”

During discussions with the cognizant design engineers concerning the

specific installation requirements relative to the limiting perpen-

dicular angle of the anchor bolts (Richmond Inserts), the NRC
inspector was informed that the limiting perpendicular angle ef

“anchor bolts (Richmond Inserts) to the concrete surface is, aside

from the requirements of Section 3.3.2, is hzndled on & Ccase-by-case

Basis. No enlzrgement of the existing predrilled holes in the

tubular stee)l is permitted without prior zpproval; however, numerous

CMC's have been issued wherein offset holes hzve been authorized.

The approval is generally accompanied by the requirement that the

large sguare bolt washer be welded in plzace Lsing & 1/4" fillet on 2

sides. The cognizant engineer further statec that Lhe requirement

above only applies to safety-related supports (ASME 111, ‘Subsecsiion

NF, Classes 1, 2, and 3 component supports). Enlargement -of the

predrilied holes in the tubular steel for nonsafety supports is

permitted without prior engineering zpproval.

Since Mr. Messerly specifically referrad to the 850' and 2CS'
elcvetions in the reacior containment Suilding in his testimony, it
was 2ssumed by the NRC inspector that his specific concern was in
reference to the permitted angularity of the safety-related Richmond
Insert anchor bolts. Mr. Messerly was apparently of the opinion that
the anchor bolt should be precisely perpendicular to the concrete
surfece, which zppears to be &z misunderstanding on his part of the
instzllation specification. Furthermere, Mr, Messerly's testimony
reflected his awareness and knowledge of the procedural requirements,
therefore, it must be azssumed that Mr. Messerly did not ignore
procecdural requirements and did not indiscriminately enlarge pre-
grilled tubular steel holes in safety-related supports. Further,

that any offset or enlargement cone By Mr. Messerty had prior engineer-

ing approval as required. As noted in Allegztien 4, paragraph 2, the
NRC inspector conducted a limited visua) examination of approximately
60 hanger supports &t the 905' and 850° elevations® in the containmens
building. During the examination, the NRC inspector found no hole
enlargements or anchor belt angles (pzrzllelism of bolt nut surface
to washer surface) that zppezred to i the ebove instaliation
specificationsg, Lt is concluded by f
specific allecation appears to be more cf
Mr. Messerly, than zn improper installztion
having been implemented by him.

. m—
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In discussing this metter with the cognizant project welcing encineers,
the NRC inspector was informed thet when a welding purge is recuired
for attachment welds, the requiremznt would be noted on the weld czta
card (WDC) and & "Hold Point" established for verification by a GC
inspector. However, in instances where <he purge is waived, an
interoffice memo waiving the purge is zttached to the WOC. The
interoffice memo is controlled by & chronolocical numdering svstem
eand Tiled within the permanent record files. It was further pointed
out by the B&R welding engineers thzt the mzjority of stainless steel
piping at the 832' elevation have pipe wall thickness in excess of
the limiting 1/4" wall, therefore. 2n inerting purge would not be
required for weld of attachment lugs.

' 4

L L S

Based on the fact that prior NRC inspections have not identified 2
ccncern in this area, that Mr. Messerly's allegaticn lacks spaci-
ficity (i.e., szfety-related piping, pipe line numbers, size, location
etc.), that the majority of stainless steel piping at the 832'
elevation excgeds 1/4" wall thickness, and ‘that persons named by

Mr. Messerly €id nct support the allegation, this eliegation was nct
substantizated.

Jhere were no violations or deviaticns igentified in this arez-of the
inspection.

Allecztion 7

1.

Discussion

It was observed by the NRC inspector in Mr. Messerly's afficavit of
February 3, 1883, and during his interview on April 14, 1883, he
stated he dic not remember seeing the posting of & copy of NRC Form
3, "Notice to Employees,” on three nzin onsite bulletin boards.

Conclusion - Allecztion 7

The Code of Federeal Regulaticns, Pzrt 50 (10 CFR S0), was revised by
37 FR 30452 to add 10 CFR 50.7, "Emolovee Protection.” The changs
was published July 14, 1982, and hac zn effective cate of October 12,
1682. An important element of the change is thet o7 & require-
ment to post NRC Form 3 at locazticns where the form can be
readily viewed by emplovees on their weéy tc or frdm their place eof
work.
OQuring 2@ prior review of this matter Sy the NRC senior resident
inspector (SRI) (see NRC Inspection Zenors Su=&2E/53~02"
S0-446/82-01, czted March 28, 19€Z), <he NRC Form 3 w&s observec ]
the SRI to be pested in early January 1883, Howe.er, the precise
cete (betweer Jctober through Januzry) of the posting of NrE

A



nct e esteblished. B&R personnel recerds indicate
r. Messeriy was terminated on December 6, 1982,

The zllegation cznnot be refuted nor substantiated. Furthermore,
the matter lacks zany technical merit relative to an impact on the
safety of the plant.

gt ek S g S g

There were no violations or deviations identified in this zrea of the
inspection.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INSPECTION

September 9 - 22, 1983

2 & Discussion

As noted in the attached assistance to NRC inspection report,

~ "Supplemental," dated September 7, 1883 2/, during the course of an
unrelated investigation, information was received that a former B&R
millwright had drilled holes through rebar without the required
engineering autherization.

e’

Curing the period Seotember 9 - 22, 1883, the NRC inspector conducted an
cnsite foliow up on this matter.

Ffrom the information provided by the interviewees, the NRC inspector

R identified the spegific "Trolley Tracks" 2/, as the drum and spent filter
hancling eguipment, liner transfer trolley process aisle rails, located -
on the €10'-6" floor level, in room 252, of the fuel handling building.

The system is currently in the precperational testing phase; however,
this system is not a safety-relatec system. In reviewing the
construction documentation records regarding the instailation of the rai)
éssembiies, the NRC inspector found that the rail base plates, rai)
clips, drilled Hilti anchor bolts, and rails were installed per drawing,
"Anchoring Details for Radwaste Solidification System," Figure 38, Sheet §
of 2, and bv direction of Uesign Change Authorization (DCA) 7041, )
Revisions 4, 8, and 9, dated October 22, 1980, October 28, 1882, and
November 11, 1982, respectively. It was observed by the NRC inspector
that Drawing Figure 39, Sheet 5 of 5, contained the following pertinent
notes, "2: Expansion bolts and base plate may be moved in east-west
direction to avoid interference with rebar running in nerth-south
direction.” and, "3: Ffor rebar running in east-west direction, holes may
be ¢rilled through the uppermost #18 bar @ only one rai) location and
expension Lolts shall be installed through the hole (it is assumed that
bar interference shall occur at any one rail only)."

2/ See &ttached assistance to inspection report "Supplementa)," dated
September 7, 1983, Report No. A4-83-005. .
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In acdition, Revision 8, of DCA 7041 directed the addition of extending
the length of the rails from the original 24'-3" long to 27'-6"
(3'-3" section added to east end); &d1so, Revision 9 permitted the

mocdification of Hilti bolts (shortening) to avoid cutting any zdditional
repar,.

“he NRC inspector met with the superintendent of the millwright
deperiment and interviewed millwright craft personnel that were directly
involved in installation of the rail zssemblies. During the interviews,
the NRC inspector found that the rail assemblies were installed during
two different time periods. Although actuzl dates were not established,
it appears that the initial 24'-3" rai) sections were instzlled in lzte
1982 and the 3'-3" extension sections were installed early in 1283. The
individual interviewed on September 1, 1983 2/, stated that he was not
éware of the 3'-3" extensicn of the rails; therefore, his reference to

his werk activities involved only the installation of the initia) 24'-3"
rail sections.

In acdition, it has been estazblished that, aside from the core drilling
foreman, five millwrights and one miliwright foreman were directly
involved in the installation’of the base plates and rai) assemblies.

(Three of the millwrights anc the millwright foreman were individuals
2lso interviewed.)

Inspection Findinas

As a result of the onsite followup inspection, records review, and
interviews with personnel, the inspection findings are as follows:

a. As stated by the millwright interviewed on September 1, 1983 2/, and
acknowledged by other mi)lwrights, only the east-west, #18 rebar,
running parallel with the east-west rzil, was dri)led through to
accommodate the 1/2" Hilti bolts which secure the rail base plates
to the 810'-8" floor. This rebar cutting was authorized per Note 3,
Drawing Figure 29, Sheet 5 of 5, DCA 7041.
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The alleger stated that the 3'-3" extension rails were instzlled in
accordance with the DCA 7041, and that. rebar.was drilled through for
the south rail Hilti bolts by the steel febrication department
drilling crew and that no unauthorized rebar was cut during
installation of the 3'-3" rzil extension.

The millwright foreman stated that during installation of the 24'-3"
rail base plates, the steel fabrication department drilling crew’
foreman arrived with the "rebar eater" drilling equipment by
himself, therefore, he assigned one of the millwrights to assist the
drilling crew foreman in drilling the holes in which rebar required

being cut. He further stated that only rebar that was authcrized %o
" be cut per the DCA was cut.

During the inspection, two of the millwrights interviewed stated
that north-south rebar was encountered during drilling Hilti bolt
holes for base plates for the north rzil anc that since cutting of
the particulan rebar was not permitted By the DCA, the Hilti bolt
was modified (shortened) zs authorized by Revision 9 of DCA 7041.

The NRC inspector had a2 TUGCO licensee representative locate and
verify the moaification of the specific Hilti belt. The bolt was
Tocated at the west end of the north rail and further supports the

miliwright's contention that no unauthorized rebar was cut.

In discussing the use of the core drilling equipment with the craft
supervisory personnel, the NRC inspector was informed that there is
no hard set policy as to who can or who cannot use the core drilling
equipment as long as the equipment is used properly and the drilling
being done is authorized and directec by craft foreman or
supervisory personnel. As with the millwright interviewed

September 1, 1983 2/, wherein he stated that when the core ¢rilling
foreman did not show up, he (the millwright) completed drilling the

rem2ining (approximately 10) 1/2" diameter holes for the south rai)
base plate Hilti bolts.

The NRC inspector found no evidence to support the allegation that
unauthorized cutting of rebar was done during installation of the ‘
“"Trolley Tracks" for the drum and spent filter handling ecuipment.

Results 2

The allegation that unauthorized cutting of rebar was done during
installation of the drum and spent filter handling eaquipment process

egisle rails is considered to be unsubstantiated.




v g e oy ——

LT .$..ﬂm&.mvw~hf.., 3 j , e

/.

-




AE-E3-005

Fege Two
Srown § Roct welcders failing to purge stziniess steel pipes during weldi ing,

S. On April 21, 1583, 2 copy of the recorde t2stimony wes mailed top
¢t his residence. On April 27, 1983 hhas contzcted by HERR, &ng
ecknowlecoed receipt of the transcript, but postponed ¢iving the n2m2s o¢f the
srown & Root employees he h:d identified by title in the chrscr1pg.
stéted he hed not 2s yet hzd an opportunity to read his entire testimony. On
April 28, 1883 — wes sgzin contacted by HERR, but he agzin postnoned
providing the nezmes, expleining he was very busy, On Mey 1, 198-. the ‘
reporting investigztor telephoned &t his residence, and4
proviced twelve, zdditionz] rames of Erown & Root employees 2t Ccmenche
Fezk he zlleged had knowledge of un=u‘bornz=d cuts through resbar,

6. On May 3, 1983, 1n;erv1=hs were, initizted at the Comznche Pezk site edcressing
the four allegztions, . identified 38 indiyiduzls z1legedly responsible
for, or having knowledge of, the &llecztions. Review of employment recorss
cstermined that e1cn»een inc¢ividugls were no Tonger employed &t Comanche szzk.

7. Bstwsen Mzy 3, 1883 &nd Mzy 10, 1983, 1¢ Brown § Roo employees end 1 Dravo
Concs=yztors Inc. emplioyee (¥ orn=—1y er°1oveu by Gitbs & Hill) nimed by
_-51'3 interviewe¢, and sigred, sworn stitements were taken from 17 of.
them, One Erown &nd Root 6”210VE° 1‘.-rv1=»e: left on vecation before &
sigrec, sworn stztement wes obtzined from him, and his testimony was recorced
in the Torm of & Results of Interview. One Piping Design Serivces Inc, — -
€nginger wes identified by the reporting investigitor 2s responsible for
the movemant of the main stezm line. This engineer wés interviewed, and
executed & signed, sworn siztement,

8. hine individuzls zlleged to hzve knowledge of improper, unauthorized cutsin 1§ 01
rzber were 1nL€FV\€hEd end providec sworn stitements., Thase individuzls canie
hevinc knowiedee of rebar thet wes cus wﬁth:u: proper guthorizztion. A 10zh
incivicue] respensible for issuing the Componsnt Modificztion Cards (CMC),
guthorizing cuts through redber, was interviewsc znd provicecd & signec, sworn
statemsns c:nyﬂng,tn:w3ec;e ot &ny procedurzl violztions. Testimony icentifie

- instences where rzbar wes eccicentally cuz, Sut this testimony &1s0 estebiishe
tret in these instinces, CMC'S were cbizined 2fter the cuss wers resoried <5
the enigneers., There wes nc testimony received incicating that holes wers
dgrilled or reber wzs cut without proper documenteztion, and no evicence wes
vound 10 contradict the testimony of these individuals.

c. ihres Srown & Roct employees &lleged to heve knowledoe concerning the use of
the polar Srene 0 meve & portion of the mein stez2m Yine in Unit § wzre rLEre
vigweC 2nC Provicsd signed, s~crn statements, A Piping Desicn Szrvices in:.
gngineer responsidie for releczting the sie:ix line, proviced Esvimeny of nis
eviluasion enc direction of the relocezion of the 1ire. The sss:imory =cisr
frem these Tour witnesses inciceted that the relscation of the min stezr “ine
w88 CIne uyncer the cirecticn of engineers, znc was eccomalisnzc 1o remavs
stress on the 1inz and.1C réeturn it 10 its CEEIENEQ 10CITION, D T881im3ny wes
Fecievec to indicate thet the line was "colc ¢arunc” or instzlles uncer gL-sss
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RSSISTANCE 70 INSPECTION REPORT
“SUPPLEMENTAL® ' _
September 7, 1023
SUSJiCi: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION:

ALLEGIL IMPROPER CONSTRUCTION FRACTICES .

e
-

i WOMEZR: FL-E3-003

during the course of &n unrelzted irvestigetion, informetion wae re:eivec; iros
én inciviouaT wng reguested confidentizlity, thet & former Srown & Root, Inc.,

- W
Tiilwright ha¢ 6rilled holes through reSer without the required engineering

g.horizesion, >

n Septemder 1, 1961, inis millwright was interviewed anc provicec informztion

~higrein he stizted he rossibly driliec holes throuch. rebar ir & concrste floor

~iihout & Comserent ¥odificetion Card (CMZ) cor 2 Design Chznge Autherizeszion
oCA). He expizinzc that he crilled ebout iC holes irn cenuiry 1583 while

irgtaiiing 27 rmet2) plates usihg & core drill, He szid thes: mete) plates
nEr€ usel 10 secure the troliey tracks loczted ir the Fue?'hznd?ing sviiding
& CEri cF the wasie Monitor Svstem., He siitec thel ne enc his crew used
cere driil burrowsc from the Core Drifiing Crew, The péltnrisres s2ic thas
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: ENCLOSURE 2
' SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT '

COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

CONTAINMENT POLAR CRANE TESTING

In a lLletter dated November 21, 1983, the applicant for Comanche
Peak provided information to show compliance with the guidance
of NUREG-0554, "Single Failure Proof_Cranes for Nuclear Power
Plants"” relative to *he preoperational testing of the contain=-
ment polar crane. For single failure proof cranes, compliance
with the testing guidelines of NUREG-0554 also satisfies the
“testing guidelines of NUREG-0612, "Control of Heavy Loads at

Nuclear Power Plants.”" Our evaluation of the Comanche Peak

polar crane tests relative to the testing guidelines of NUREG-0554

and NUREG-0612 is provided below. The overszll a:cgptlbility of
the heavy load handling facilities at Comanche Peak as described
in applicant submittals dated August 7, 1981, October 8, 1981,
March 1, 1982 and June B, 1983 is being reviewed separately

under Multiplant Item C-10, "Control of Heavy Loads." The review
of the containment polar crane against the other NUREG-0554
criteria for single failure proof cranes will be performed.

under Multiplant Item C-15, "Control of Heavy Loads, Phase I1I."

The applicant's November 271, 1983 letter provides thestesting
history of the containment polar ¢crane. Originally, the polar

crane was rated at 499 tons and during the preconstruction phase



of Comanche Peak underwent static and dynamit tests at 100 percent
of rated load. The load was raised and lowered, rotated 340 degress

and moved across the width of the containment.

Prior to preoperational testing, the polar crane was derated to
175 tons consistent with the load requirements for plant opera-
tion. The main hoist was disassembled and repaired, and the gear
train in the main hoist was modified for the lower rating. Sub-
sequently the polar crane was statically tested at 125 percent

of the maximum critical load (MCL) as required by ANSI B30.2-1976
for cranes that have undergone ;ignificant modifications. How=
ever, in telephone conversations with the staff, the applicant
faqucstcd an exemption for the full rarge of dynamic testing
required by ANS1 B30.2-1976 as referenced in NUREG-0612. Full
dynanic testing would involve raising and lowering the test load,
rotating the bridge through 360 degrees and moving the trolley
-across the full length of the bridge while supporting the test
losd. The applicant expressed the concern'that safety-related
equipment in containment could be damaged by falling lead ingots
that had been strapped together to form the test load. After
discussions with the staff, the applicant performed a dimited=

range dynamic test as described in the November 21, 1983 submittal.

The dynamic test consisted of raising and lowering the test load




(125 percent of MCL) with the main hook at Qariovi speeds. The
bridge was rotated a minimum of 10 f2et and the trolley was moved
2 minimum of five feet at slow speed. The applicant stated that
these tests resulted in moving the trolley and bridge gearing

through at least one revolution. S

Based on the above, wve conclude that the polar crane tests meet
the intent of the NUREG-0554 and NUREG-0612 testing guidelines
-

and are, therefore, acceptable. The preconstruction testing at

499 tons adequately tested the structural integrity of the bridge

and trolley members for crane operation., The later testing at

125 percent of MCL adeguately tests the main hoist gearing, as
modified for the derated capacity, and adequately tests the

bridge and trolley gearing for plant operational use. The
acceptability of the containment polar crane relative to the other
criteria of NUREG-0554 for‘s*nglo failure proof cranes will be
evaluated under Multiplant Item C-15, "Control of MHeavy Loads =~

Phase 11."
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spliced" in violation of ART
procedures
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TASK

Ni, ALLEGATION OR 'l/NLg“N ACTION

Al-31 Harassment and Intimidation Open
for accurately doing job,
and contacting the NR(

.
|
¢

STATUS

CONIROLLED Copy

COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANI
ALLEGATTONS “AND/OR_TRVESTTGATTORS SUMMARY

CROSS REF./OR
TRACKING
SYSTEM NO

COMPLETION
CATEGORY 1-7
LEAD

SOURCE

ANON  CONF 1D BN/DATE

X 1

SCHEDULE
OPEN _ COMPLETE

Intimidation, P &

ALLEGER-DATE RECEIVED
SOURCE
DOCUMENT_PAGE

GAP witness W #2



\f‘
Iy s

Jyne 72. 1964

MISCELLANEOUS
NUMBERS AM-24 -- AM-2ff
/
9
Key to Completion Category:
1 - Prior to OL
2 - Fuel Loading
3 - Initial friticality
4 - lero Power Testing
5 - Low Power Testing
6 - Power Ascension Testing

7 = Full Power



TAS

NO

AM

AM-2

AM- 7

AM- 2

K

24

25

ALLEGATION OR_CONCERN

Damage to stainless steel
rods in upper internals
components of reactor
vessel (Thermal couple
columns )

Polar Crane problems with

electrical cables and
Crane rolation

Prenotification of site
visit of ASLB (3/20/84)

Prenotification of all
NRC audit inspections

Past Design Practice
Concern Construction

Possible inadequate
Alternate Analysis
Procedures

Dest gn r'\p;. e

sed n

CONITROLLED Copy

COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
ALLEGATTONS AND/OR_TRVESTIGATIONS SUMMARY

CROSS REF./0R COMPLETION
SOURCE IRACKING CATEGORY 1-7**

ACTION/STATUS - ANON CONEID  BN/DATE SYSTEM NO. LEAD
Initial dispo- RIV 84-A-0029 1
Sition in O] Rpt RlvV
Q4 84-016 and
IR 84-08
Initial dispo- RIV 84-A-0029 1
sition in Ol Rpt RIV
04-84-016
Open X 1

ART

[
Open X 1
. ART

Open X 1

ART
Open RI1 X RI1 - B4-0081 1
transferred to ART

Region 1V

SCHEDULE
OPEN _ COMPLETE

Hiscellaneous P. 1

ALLEGER-DATE RECEIVED
SOURCE_DOCUMENT_PAGE

A-46 2/28/84
Q4-84-016 P )
IR B4-08

A-46 2/28/84
QA-84-016 p. 1

Anonymous letter GAP
witness 0 ¥

GAP witness J, 1, H, K #5

Former Contractor Employee,
5/29/84 Allegation Data Form
Received by J. Blake - Rl

Former contractor
employee 3/27/84
Allegation made to
W. Liu of Region 11



TESTING PROGRAM

NUMBERS AT-14 -- Al-17

Key to Completion Category
1 = Prior Lo 0L
2 - Fuel Loading
) Initial Lriticality
q lero Power lesting
5 - Low Power lesting
6 - Power Ascension Testing

] Full Power



B

CONTROLLED Copy

COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANI
ALLEGATTONS AND/OR TRVESTIGAT10NS SUMMAR Y

CROSS REF. /O0R

SOURCE TRACKING

ALLEGATION OR CONCERN ACTION/STATUS ANON H”ﬂlU BN/DATE SYSTEM NO
lest Program for pre Open X
peration and startuy

I | awed
funclional 1t sLing 1s not Open «

frer only doiny con
L uily (acceptlance) testling
LR lalest safely njection
oy
ystem Lurnover is urcon X
trolled activity ...

— i |

txample of problems from Open X
HET Test Deficiency Report )

(TOR) #853, TDR 555

o 3 _——

COMPLETION
CATEGORY
LEAD

>

£
ART

)

ART

ART

ART

Testing Progrom 1. 4%

ALLEGER-DATE RECEIVED
SOURCE_DOCUMENT_PAGE

GAP witness H #8

GAP witness H #9

Gap witness H ¥#10

Gap witness H #19
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MR. GRIPFIN: Which letter are you refe}anéiﬂ

to? 1Is this a letter you wrote cr ycu received? é:f,///

A: o, sir. Eitner the Attorney
General wrote it or tne Anti-Nuxes.

(At this point in the proceedings iR |
paused to cneck his files for the letter and handed it to
Mr. Griffin.)

MR. GRIFFIN: Okay. I believe I have seen tais
before. This was a reguest for information by the State of
Texas on certain issues anc problems at Comanche Peak.

who sent you this lectter?

AN . JNPRRNEENEER. Do you know her?

MR. GRIFFIN: Yes,
G $ am sure everybody knows her.
MR. GRIFFIN: She is the intervenor for CASE at

Comancne Peak.

AENNEY: vecave welaing I woulé say was tne
rule rather than the exception. Most of the welding
M

inspectors I aon't think knew weave welding from anything

" ondadieanS

else. Wwhere they got 2 lot of tnese inspectors and also
WhS—

the welders, they send them to scnool for two weeks. You
know, tney would be makinc moonshine or cutting cedar
fence posts out in Glen Rose and two weeks later they

would be an inspector or a welder.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
1625 | STREET, NW. = SUITE 1004  gow -
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11

13

14
15

16

So at tne end of two and a nalf years you have

got a big hole in the system somewhere ané vou can't even
start up because they threw a critical valve away.

MR. GRIFFIN: To go back to something we have
discussed previously for & second, you were talxing about
the lack of experience of some cf the welding inspectors.
You were mentioning weave welding. Dié that ccncluse what
you had to say on weave welaing?

GEY: Firsc off, I saw very few, if any,
inspectors carrying any kind of welding mask around with
them to watch what the welders were doing, ané it is kiné
of nard to tell what a welder is doing unless you have got
a mas< to watch him. I had one and I used to watch them
all the time and you would see them get down tnere they

are suppcocsed to be welding stringer beads and taey would

be going pack anac forth like that -- (Indicating).

The only time the inspectors were down there

—

was for the fit-up and maybe the first pass, the root

pass. when they would finally finish their cover pass they

m—

woula look for pits and what-not, Vou Xnow, and put some

em—

liquicd penetrant on and tnat woula be i%.
et

MR. GRIFFIN: What systems were they doing this
welaing on?

GRENEENY $ cverytning that was not X-rayed.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
1625 | STREET, N.W. - SUITE 1004
WASHINGTON. D.C 20208
(202) 2933950
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- : 1 MR. GRIFFIN: PBut what systems were they

2 working on at this time?

3 G : Nuclear piping systems, the whole

+ nine yards, you know, the boron system -=--

o

(At this point in the preceedings YUGGG_GG_—e

6 again looks through his files and pulls out a document.)

-~

3
All the boron lines, the sampling system

J - » . »
j 3 lines, the waste 3as collecting system, the chemical
>
9 volume and control system, the containment spray system. -

They built most of that thing off tne plant over in the

ik il
—
o

1 backyard somewhere in bits and pieces anéd then drug it in.

12 The residual heat removal system, some of that, the boron

i3 recycle system.
AF 14 There was one instance, you can call it a
§ - - 15 vertical pipe cnase, and there was probably 20 different

16 lines there that were in some stage of comnstruction. All |
17 of them were uncapped, wnicn they are not supposed to dc ;
18 unless tnhey are actually panysically working it. They are '
19 supposed to keep a cap over tne end of tne pipe. There was ;
20 grinding going on and these grindings were going into the ?
21 ' line. They were pourin¢g concrete and tney nac a leaxk in !
= the form and tnhnere was concrete in the lines. Thers was ;
s trash all over the place and sitting right in the middle ;
2 of tne whole tning was this big fat welding inspector |

eating a banana or a candy bar or something like that,

|
|
|
| TAYLOE ASSOCIATES *
- l 1625 | STREET, N.W. = SUITE 1004
WASHINGTON DC. 20006
| (202) 293-39%0




rs have been reworked as many times as they Frave

asked why this was being done, to2d pe that

the pexson talked to %hey €id not poxt icularly want znyone e looking

2t the old docuae:: tation.

———— -

Y Very receatly, both assistant project
nanagers, sent about 10 or 11 pew QT Inspectors 4o help review, —

9
.told -tu train the= for reviev. refused %to do

, g9, I think this wes done for twe Teasons: 1) since these € Inspectors

2xe pew they are more likely to sign off on documentation without askirg
questions and without Imowing if procedures are being violated; an2 2) B2z
§ets more moaey for worl done by Q2 Inspectors than it does for wverk édone

-

¥ Jocument Centrollers, so I believe, as do the Mocument Controllers

‘-J'
ace training their replzce—ents.
There are alsc some other incidents which have happened recently

2zt concern me. Cn &pxril 3, ané I carrie 12nger paslka-es

to the permcnent records vault. Wiile ve were talking with

2 vault supervisor, came by and stopped. Ie

showed us an 2T {iln package for ISC CC~2~£3-3 on weld o, I=1. The

threre is no ve’d 2. 9=1 on this T50.
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that they could rework.

Q Um-huh.

A And it's just more or less that it woulén't appear
«hat that much effort had gone into that one particular
hanger. You've got thousands of hangers out there. This is
one thing that has escalated the cost of that plant, is
the number of revisions.

Q And rework?

A That's right. And it would just appear that there
wasn't as much rework as there was.

Q Okay, glso in your affidavit here, you menticn
a recent incident in which you and -were taking hanger
packages to the records vault, and you were talking to
some other people ==

A Yes.

Q -- and they showed you a package or ISO that
contained no weld?

= Well, he had a film package, you know for this

"weld; and he started laughing and said, "you know, the funny

part about this: thereis no weld 9-1 on this I1S0."

and W says, "Well, where does it belong, then?”

And he says, "How can we find out? How do we

know?2"
Q Okay, we've got the IS0 number here.

A Yuh, you sure do.

PO 15 W WSSl
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package is what you want

the IS0.

MR. IPPOLITO: | ! package,

BY MR. GRIFFIN:
For the record, that's I 16-2-AB-3,

s to Weld No. 9-1.

s And then he they asked me how would we

this out to see was a good film; he says,

it out like this, and they can say, well,
looks like a pretty good weight; looks like it's
plastic.”
(Laughter)
Okay, and then you give an example

ic example -- of people not knowin

et ——
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION O C?L/» d
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATION 2
DALLAS FIELD OFFICE Y (A

REPORT OF INQUIRY
August 2, 198

SUBJECT: ALLEGED IMPROPER WELD PRACTICES AT CPSES
(Q4-82-0005)

1. On June 9, 1982,
» contacted HRC Region IV to report alleged weld
problems at CPSES.

2. On June 10, 1982, Ammim® was interviewed by the reporting investigator. @W
stated. was employed at CPSES as a welder from late 1977 to early 1980.
He stated he has 13 years' experience as a welder and believes that some of
the weld practices he observed at CPSES will result in the plant being unsafe.
allegations pertained to observations he m~4e while working at
various locations at the site, although he was unable to provide any specific
locations.

made several allegations relating to the qualifications of personnel.
He stated he did not think welders (not further identified) were adequately.
trained and that he did not believe weld QC inspectors (not further identified)
had sufficient welding background to qualify them to do weld inspections
during the period from Tate 1977 to early 'IEBU A : o stated he
believes that the poorest quality of weld rods a S With
regard to specific allegations of procedural violations, @GN stated that
in some instances he is aware of occasions when
accomplished on piping when they are at inaccessible locations (he could
provide no specific date or locations). He also stated that some weld pro-
cedures require that a heliarc weld be made prior to capping with stick welds.
He stated it w uently the pract!ce to accomplish the entire weld using

| stated that he is aware of a general location (inside
turbine building, ground level, and one level below) where a 52-inch steam line,

containing “chrome molly pipe" was welded using carbon steel weld rods. (NN

stated he and another individual had also done some repair work in this area
without the required heatup being accomplished. Lastly, (NP svrmised
that if radiography of these welds was done, someone must have falsified the
identification of radiographs.

4. Investigator's note: It is noted that GNJNENY was very difficult to communicate
with and to understand during this telephonic interview. It was the impression

of this investigator that he may have been intoxicated. (@ indicated he
could be available for a personal interview at his home.
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Q4-82-0005 2 August 2, 1982
5. It is requested these allegations be evaluated by the technical staff to
Investigative support

determine whether inspection effort is warranted.
will be provided upon request.

D. D. .riskill, Investigator

-
cc: J. Collins, RIV
J. Gagliardo, RIV
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