FEMORANDU!: FOR: Vincent Kosnan, Preiect Director
Comanche Peak Technicel Review Team

FROI:: L. C. Shac, Group L.ader
Civil/Mechanical Group
Comanche Peak Technical Review Team

SUBJECT: "COMEENTS ON ACTION ITEWS IDENTIFIED BY_
OF CASE DURIKG NOVEMBEP 7, 1984 MEETINC

REFERENCE : bemorandum from Vince Noonan to Distribution, ®Transmittal
of Action Items as Delineated in Transcript of Meeting With
J. E111s on November 7, 1984," dated December 7, 1984.

¥e have reviewed the above referenced memorandum and the transcript of the
subject meetinc with emphasis on the completeness of the actior {tems

listed in Enclosure 2 te the memo and clarity of {ssue characterization. We
offer the following comments:

1. Enclosure 0 _the refererced memo may not have listed all issues
raised by hf CASE during the Kovember 7, 1984 meeting.
Specificéllty, seven addition2) {ssues not included ir Enclosure 2 are
Tisted ir Attachment I to this memorandum for A. Yietti's information
end follow up. Ve suggest that Attachment 1 be appended to Enclosure
¢ for ease of our future tracking work.

2. We have 21so marked up Enclosure 2 as Attachment 1] with names to
further clarify task assignments.

3. Ne have completed a scoping review oHDecember 4, 1984
letter and attachments ({dertified as itewm 19 of Enclosure 2 to the
referenced memo). The review resulted in identification of thirteen
(13) civil/structure related issves which are listed in Attachment 11].
We intend to follow up on these issues as weil as the nes shown or
Attachments I and I1. Issues fdentified 1ndeceuber 4, 1984
letter which are related to Mechanical and Piping area are beino evaluzted
and will be disposed in a separate memorandum.

In view of the fact that some seventeen (17) 1ssues i the civil/structural
arcz have been identified by CASE during the meetings (see Attachments ] and
11) and efght (8) additional fesues have been raised in the CASE letter dated
Decerber 1, 1964 (see Attachment 111), the civil/structura) staff needs
additiona) support of resources to timely resolve the issues. The additional
resources needed are:

1. A full time NRC staff with civjlm:mml_hackcmund_inr#pmumwlv
4 steff months, I | ! : i
‘8512200016 851203 ?
PDR FOIA
CARDEBS5-59 PDR




. DEC1g9 m84

2. High priority fmplementation of @ proposed BLKL Technical Assistance
Program forvarded to C. Poslusny of your office on November 16, 1984
(sec Attachment 1IV).

Your prompt actfon in providine the requested resources will be
appreciated,

Original Sizned by |

L. C. Shao i

Civil/Mechanical Group Leader
Coranche Peak Technical Review Tear

Enclesure: ‘c stated

cc: R. Veasmen
b. Vietti .
C. Poslusny
D. Jeng
S. Hou

DISTRIBUTION:
LShao

FORM 318 (10-80) NACM 0240

/ ~ OFFICIAL RECORD COPY



Attachment I

Action Items

20. Were Richmond inserts installed
in 2500 psi concrete

21. In Damage Study Program was a
2 to 1l (rise to run? projectile
range considered.

22. Why was some concrete that was
committad to be retested not.
In pz=ticular Reactor #2 cavity
wall,

23. CASE questions validity of
Schmidt hammer tests

24. Where was 2500 psi concrete used

25. General cracking of concrete

26. At a doorway between the Contain-

ment and Safeguards building no
gap exists, the buildings are
integrally attached.

Transcript Pages

109
(Vine 9 thru 15)

110
(1ine23 thru 24)

86
(Vine 4-9)

101
(Vine 12)

93
(Vine 4 thru 8)

158

(1ine 20 of page
159 thru line 11
of page 160)

134

(line 12 thru 19)

Responsibility
L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L.Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng



Attt achwment T

Action Items

1. Review for {nformatfon discussions
on QA/QC faflures in areas of:
Civil/Structural
Misceilaneous
Electrical
Test Programs

2. Look at the designed and fnstalled
supports for HVAC system ducts in
containment. (Specifically,
vertical and laterals)

3. Determine the temperature equipment
inside contaimnment 1s qualified
to withstand.

4. Investigate CSB procedure for reviewing

containment integrated leak rate testing

5. Investigate inspections and reports
issued by the YIB on CP vendor
Bohnson Co.

6. NCR E-B1-00088, dated 3/25/81
(AE-55) (document provided)

7. Case Exhibit 658 (AE-56)
(Locating through PDR)

8. Check 1f when CP used 2500 psi concrete
sirength mix did the analysis reflect
2500 psi or 4000 psi

9. Visit plant site to see what actions
the applicant has in progress on
the control room cefling

10. Check 1f Eibbs & Hi)) wsed a
1.5 factor in all static load
calculations (1f not why didn't
Cygna notice in their review.)

DO NOT DiscLOSE

Enclosure 2
Transcript Responsibility
Pages
9.90,106 H. Livermore
33-35
66
25,76-77 R. Bangart
28 R. LaGrange .
59-64 A. Vietti/CSs
78-79 A. Yietti/ViB
79 J. Calvo
81 A. Vietti/J. Calvo
.
L', 9 L. SMO/D.TC'\5
14 L. 5hao/D.Teng *
Action/Information
115-119 L. Shao/D. Terao/

D.Seng /BT, Kuo/F Binets:

— - s



. h -
.

Action ltems

11.

12,

13.
14,

15.

16,

17.

18.

19.

Check 1f in contaimnment allowable
stresses go beyond yfeld for cable
tray supports. (TU used a generic
design with allowable stresses for
the suxiliary building contrary to
FSAR commitments.) (Cygna did mot

address) ‘

Check 1f when TU attached their cable
trays to the support and structural
steel, they drilled a hole tirough the

DO NOT DISCLOSE

Transcript Responsibility
Pages

Action/Information »
119-122 L. Shao/D. Terao/n Tenqg/

* KX Huo/ F. Rindla,

flange of the channcl which reduces the

section meduies which has not been
2ccounted for in calculations. CTheck
some of the cable tray supports in the
field. (Cygna did not address)

Liner Plate

NCR on a 10 CFR 50.55(e) that

TU did not report. (Information
transmitted from Gagliardo to
L. Shao)

Crack in the basemat (AC-44)
{documentation provided
during meeting)

Specific problems with concrete
(documentation provided during
meeting)

Minfmum wall violation for piping
(AP-29) (documentatfon provided at
meeting)

AN] Reports
(documentation provided at meeting)

# These nome ajsesd by Swd/Streducal Shash 4o Qocby 4,
** Pleoe lowte o

“‘ “O\ 1} \".2‘-‘ M(Qt\ﬂb -rf‘.,.xﬂ.p* 3 V.

Copy o 4, HLRA Rew

Action/Information
124 L. Shao/D. Terao/p.Sg~3"
127 L. Shao/ D. sm.,'
138 L. Shao/D.Teng /S How"
A Vied;
148-166 L. Shao/D Teng™
167°169 ! » SMO/D-TQns‘
* R L'Ve' "moreg
171 L. Shao/S Kou"
174 H. Livermore/
L. Shao (if
reeded)/c, Wou*

L. Shao/p Feng 15 How *

QSS»qnmw‘s.

O wembeond \, VWalshh own P(\Qg IR o
' X




Attachment 111

Action Items in the Civil/Structural Area ldentified
from CASE 12-1-84 Letter

The following is 2 list of concerns identifiea from the CASE 12-1-84 Letter
and Attachments. The Attachments are pages VII-16 through 23 and XXVII-42
through 48 of CASE's Preposed Findings and Fact and Conclusions of Law
(Walsh/Doyle Allecitions) pertaining to Richmond inserts. The following
NCR's weie submitted as suppo-ting information by CASE.

Action Item Page Comments
Schmidt hammer test.ng 3 of letter New Item. (This item
CASE wants to know: is related to AC-52
1) Under whose direction discussed in C/S
tects are conducted Category No. 3).
2) Credentials and ability
of individuals performing
tests
3) Involvement of NRC in .
testing
NCR C-82-00523 Separate New Item
Reinforcing Steel missing Attachment
from the Unit 1 containment
wall Elev. 820'-8
NCR C-520 XXVI1-42 New Item
Inadequate concrete cover
over rebar .
NCR C-669 XXVII-42 This NCR was previously
missing reinforcing steel addressed in C/S
in Unit 1 reactor cavity Category No. 6
No action required
NCR C-809 XXVII-43 This NCR was previously
6-#10 additional bars addressed in C/S
omitted from a beam in Category No. €
Auxiliary Building No action required.
NCR C-810 XXVII-43 This NCR was previously
9-#9 and 2-#4 assessed in C/S

additional bars omitted
around elevator shaft
door in Unit 1.

Category No. 6.
No action required.




10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

Action Item

NCR C-811

46-#9 bars omitted from
wall in excess letdown heat
exchange room.

NCR C-1314 & DCA-5080
57-#5 dowels were Lent and
10-#5 dowels broken off

at concrete.

Is there a potential tie in
between NCR C-669 and NCR
C-1314 with the base mat
crack in Unit 1?

CASE states the above

examples of omitted rebar are

only a sampling of such

deletions. They appear to
have a general concern that
no analyses were performed
justifying these omissions.

CASE lists four allegations
made which were investigated
in IE Report 79-25: AC-32,
AC-33, AC-38 and AC-39.

CASE expresses a concern
about unauthorized cutting
of rebar.

CASE also discusses the
omission of shear tie
reinforcement at the inter-

section of the dome and wall

in the Unit 2 containment.
They cite this as another
example of QA/QC failure.

In the discussion of the
allegation (AC-38) about

missing shear tie reinforce-
ment in Unit 1, CASE does not

=2 -

Page
XXVII-43

XXVII-44

XXVII-44

XXVII-44

XXVII-46

vViI-23

XXVII-45

XXVII-47

accept the conclusion that the
alleger was probably referring to
the above mentioned incident in

Unit 2.

Comments

This NCR was previously
addressed in C/S

Category No. 6.

However, additional
information is provided
by CASE. C/S category No.
6 may need revision
because of the new
information.

New Item

New Item

New Item

These allegations have
been addressed in C/S
categories 4, 6 and 12.

Previously addressed
in C/S Category 15.
No action required.

New Item

Previously addressed in
C/S Category 6. The
assessment may need
revision because of CASE

concerns.




Attachment 1V

ROUTING AND TRANSMITTAL SUIP

Kovember 16, 1984

Y0. (N bo!, ’,
Lom 0ﬁ~o¢: ”:;7' .:. ;-om numbe Inlftals | Date
2 Chet Poslusny
2 cc: R. Vollmer
JoRTINY
s !. mom-'l . |
G- 5
- ITpreres f
B D. Jena I:‘Ii&llg' R'HA’ !
s 9 Ross ;
__Action e e [Mote and Retum i
__Woprova For Clearance Per Conversation ‘
Requested for Correction Prepare Reply |
wculate For Your Information e
Lomment Investigate gnature
d:nation Justity
REMARKS
SUBJLCT:

BNL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CONTRACT FOR TRT
CIVIL/STRUCTURAL STAFF )

Per our phone conversation of 11/14/86 1 um enclosing

the attached for jour follow up. 1f you have questions

regarding the subject matter, please contact D. Jenn,

or me at X37910. ;

DONOT-uthhbmnoRtmdmb. concurrences, disposals,
clearances, and similar sctions

FROM.: (Neme, org. symbol, k'yfh;ﬂ

L. Shao, Do/on/ass'/"\ i

oti-102

Room No.;lug.

win | 983 00

OFTIONAL FORM 41 (Rev. 7-76)
L LETH a 101-11.206

0™ ;3w 0 - MILLIt (I,




CONI IDEATIAL - BOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSUR

A Sumnary of Proposed BNL Technica) Accistance Program
Civil/Structural Aldeu~tions

INTRODUCTION:

The Civil/Structural staff of Cotsnche Peak Technical Review Team (TR1)
has completed its review of 57 allegations and issued seventeen (17) draft
SSERs. As » result of the review, the TUEC was requested to complete five
action items identified in the SSERs. In order 1o assess the adequacy of
TUEC's response to the action items, TRT needs independent seismic analysis
capability which the present TR1 does not possess. Therefore, it is pro-
posed that BNL be contracted to provide TRT the needed seismic analysis
capability as well as other general analytical support.

WORK SCOPE :

The tasks to be performed by BNL under the technical assistance contract are:

,{QJJGL ~+» 8. To review the seismic analysis results pertaining to seismic air gap

issue.
o b b. To review the results of seismic analyses of control room ceiling
v elements. : :
~ . (7 € To perform independent seismic analysis pertaining to seismic Category 11
R and non-seismic conduits.

d. To audit the IUEC's'dancge interaction study program.

e. To evaluate and dispose of issues resulting from the activities of the
above items a through d.

f. To resolve several analytical concerns raised by Juanita Ellis of
CASE.

g- To provide necessary testimony and analytical support on future ASLB
related proceedings.

h. To resolve new allegations or concerns which require analytical
capability.

i. To assist TRT in evaluating issues related to

(a) CYGNA #10, 11, and 12

b) steam generator lateral supports,
c) cable tray supports and

d) other Comanche Peak hearing issues which may arise
in the future.

EFFORT:

It is expected that several BNL staff efforts would be needed during the
next few months. The cost is estimated as $100,000.00.

SCHEDULE :

The contract should be processed with high priority to support the TR
effort. BNL should make its staff available within the next two weeks.

*Item "i" is added to address CASE issues.




Attachment 1

Action Items

20, Were Richmond inserts installed
~ 1n 2500 psi concrete

21" In Dama Study Program was a
7 2 to 1 (rise to run) projectile
range considered.

22. 'Why was some concrete that was
~ committed to be retested not.
In particular Reactor #2 cavity
wall,

23. CASE questions validity of
" Schmidt hammer tests

-24:’ Where was 2500 psi concrete used

25. General cracking of concrete

\

26. At a doorway between the Contain-
ment and Safeguards building no
?ap exists, the buildings are
ntegrally attached.

Transcript Pages

109
(line 9 thru 15)

110
(1ine23 thru 24)

86
(line 4-9)

101
(line 12)

93
(Tine 4 thru 8)

159

(1ine 20 of page
159 thru line 11
of page 160)

134
(line 12 thru 19)

Responsibility
L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L.Shao/D. Jeng
L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng

L. Shao/D. Jeng




DO NoT DISCLOSE

Enclosure 2
Transcript Responsibily
Action Items ‘ Pages = i
1. Review for information discussions 9,90,106 H. Livermore
on QA/QC faflures in areas of:
Civil/Structural
Miscellaneous
Electrical 33-3%
Test Progrems 66
2. Look at the designed and installed 25,76-77 R. Bangart
supports for HVAC system ducts in
containment. (Specifically,
vertical and laterals)
3. Determine the temperature equipment 28 R. LaGrange
inside containment 1s qualified
to withstand.
4. Investigate CSB procedure for reviewing 59-64 A. Yietti/CSB
contaimment integrated leak rate testing
5. Investigate inspections and reports 78-79 A. Vietti/viB
fssued by the VIB on CP vendor
Bohnson Co.
6. NCR E-B1-00088, dated 3/25/81 79 J. Calvo
(AE-55) (document provided)
7. Case Exhibit 658 (AE-56) 81 A. Yietti/J. Calvo

(Locating through PDR)

8. Check 1f when CP used 2500 psi concrete 87,91 L. Shao/D.Teny'
strength mix did the analysis reflect
2500 psi or 4000 psi

—~
9. Visit plant site to see what actions 114 L. Shao/D.Teng *
the applicant has in progress on
the control room cefling
Action/Information
10. (l:h;cz 1f 6ibbs ’ HiN usa‘! ] 115-119 L. Shao/D. Terao/
.o factor in all static load X . .
calculations (1f mot why didn't D Jers/PT. Kiue/F Rinnia:

Cygna notice in their review.)




DO:NOT-DISCLOSE

Transcript Responsibility
Action Items Pages

Action/Information i
11. Check 1f in containment allowable 119-122 L. Shao/D. Terao/ . Teng/
stresses go beyond yield for cable 4 BT Huo/F. Rinle
tray supports. (TU used a generic ol
design with allowable stresses for
the suxiliary building contrary to
FSAR commitments.) (Cygna d1d mot

address) :

Action/Information
. Check 1f when TU attached their cable L. Shao/D. Terao/p.Tgn~g"
trays to the support and structural
steel, they drilled a hole through the
flange of the channel which reduces the
section modules which has not been
accounted for in calculations. Check
some of the cable tray supports in the
field. (Cygna did not address)

. Liner Plate L. Shao/ D.sc..:'

. NCR on a 10 CFR 50.55(e) that L. Shao/D.Teng /¢ Hou"
TU did not report. (Information A View
transmitted from Gagliardo to i, &
L. Shao)

. Crack in the basemat (AC-44) 148-166
(documentation provided

L. Shao/L Tenqy
during meeting)

. Specific problems with concrete 167-169 L. Shao/D Te,.. ¥
(documentation provided during .

Y -
meeting) e diegr mory

. Minfeum wall violation for piping L. Shao/¢ Hou"
(AP-29) (documentation provided at
meeting)

AX] Reports

H. Livermore/
(documentation provided at meeting) L. Shao (if

needed)/c . %
Package fm-ceind L. Shao /D Jeny 75 o ®
12/4/84 i

# These vome adses By Sasd /Shradnest S ath o Qocby 4un

GYSiam et ¢
-4 S -
'. F:]\'h‘\, }ﬁ\&( ‘2

Co & !
7% M ML Rewn 0 wonkensd by Walsh on Pass 118 o
e lov 7, 1084 Meddny Trpsnp} y Vot T.




Attachment 111

Action Items in the Civil/Structural Area ldentified
from CASE 12-1-84 Letter

The following is a list of concerns identified from the CASE 12-1-84 Letter
and Attachments. The Attachments are pages VII-16 through 23 and XXVII-42
through 48 of CASE's Proposed Findings and Fact and Conclusions of Law
(Walsh/Doyle Allegations) pertaining to Richmond inserts. The following
NCR's were submitted as supporting information by CASE.

Action Item Page Comments
1., Schmidt hammer testing 3 of letter New Item. (This item
~ CASE wants to know: is related to AC-52
1) Under whose direction discussed in C/S
tests are conducted Category No. 3).

2) Credentials and ability
of individuals performing

tests
3) Involvement of NRC in .
testing
™~ 2) NCR C-82-00523 Separate New Item
" Reinforcing Steel missing Attachment

from the Unit 1 containment
wall Elev. 820'-8

3. NCR C-520 XXVII-42 New Item
Inadequate concrete cover
over rebar

‘4. NCR C-669 XXVII-42 This NCR was previously
missing reinforcing steel addressed in C/S
in Unit 1 reactor cavity Category No. 6
No action required

5. NCR C-808 XXVII-43 This NCR was previously
6-#10 additional bars addressed in C/S
omitted from a beam in Category No. 6
Auxiliary Building No action required.

6. NCR C-810 XXVII-43 This NCR was previously
9-#9 and 2-#4 assessed in C/S
additional bars omitted Category No. 6.
around elevator shaft No action required.

door in Unit 1.




-2-

Action Item Page
7. NCR C-811 XXv1i-43

. 46-#9 bars omitted from
wall in excess letdown heat
exchange room.

. 8. NCR C-1314 & DCA-5080 XXVIii-44
~ 57-#5 dowels were bent and
10-#5 dowels broken off
at concrete.

9. Is there a potential tie in  XXVII-44
- between NCR C-669 and NCR
C-1314 with the base mat
crack in Unit 1?

\lE; CASE states the above XXVI1I-44
examples of omitted rebar are

only a sampling of such

deletions. They appear to

have a general concern that

no analyses were performed

justifying these omissions.

. CASE lists four allegations XXV1I-46
made which were investigated
in IE Report 79-25: AC-32,
AC-33, AC-38 and AC-39.

. CASE expresses a concern vii-23
about unauthorized cutting
of rebar.
CASE also discusses the XXVII-45

omission of shear tie
reinforcement at the inter-
section of the dome and wall
in the Unit 2 containment.
They cite this as another
example of QA/QC failure.

In the discussion of the XXvii-47
allegation (AC-38) about

missing shear tie reinforce-

ment in Unit 1, CASE does not

accept the conclusion that the

alleger was probably referring to

the above mentioned incident in

Unit 2.

Comments

This NCR was previously
addressed in C/S |
Category No. 6. |
However, additional i
information is provided

by CASE. C/S category No. |
6 may need revision i
because of the new

information. |

New Iter
New Item

New Item

These allegations have
been addressed in C/S
categories 4, 6 and 12.

Previously addressed
in C/S Category 15.
No action required.

New Item

Previously addressed in
C/S Category 6. The
assessment may need
revision because of CASE
concerns.
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Category Title

TUEC Action Required; 1f nohe,
the basis for not requiring
action on the part of TUEC

Potential QA/QC Breakdown Characterization of Violation

Concrete compression tests
may have been run at a

rate faster than allowed.

Extra cylinders from
acceptable placements may
have been switched to

other placements.
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TUEC Action Required; 1f none,}
the basis for not requiring
action on the part of TUEC

Characterization of Violation

_;' 1 Concrete sampling If the scales at the

! batch plant were tampered
- with as alleged, TUEC may
- not have had adequate QC
control at the batch plant.

~4




3.

4.

72¢

Allegation Summary

1. Category No.: 1 TRT Members: J. Devers/R. Philleo
2. Subject: Inadequate Materials Used In Concrete

Summa -y of Allegations:

AC-16: mke,jectw aggregate was incorporated in the
basemat t 1 reactor,

AC-19: (Unknown) Truck drivers added unauthorized quantities of
water to concrete used in the basemat.

AC-20: ﬁ Rejected concrete was placed in the Turbine
Generator Build ng.

AC-21: (Unknown) Concrete with excessive slump was placed.

AC-27: (Unkpoun) Contained no new allegations; it merely refterated
se already made.

AC-47: oncrete was placed in the Circulating Water
Intake Structure ter the concrete was rejected for being over
specification limit on time.

Region IV's Conclusions:

AC-16: The NRC Region !V investigation concluded the allegation could
not be substantiated.

AC-19: As a result of the corrective action initiated because of

aaalng water without approved supervision and signature in response to

the IE citation (Report No. 75-10) and in consideration of the requirement
for zeroing of the water meter and the provision for additional water
temper, the allegation cannot be substantiated,

AC-20: The NRC Region IV staff determined that although the falsification
of test records may have occurred, no impact on the safety of the
structures could be identified, This determination is based on the
miniscule amount of concrete involved and on the following facts: the
strength of the concrete was determined by concrete cylinder compression
strength testing to meet specifications; the field tests for slump and

air content met specifications; the uniformity of batching assures
similarity of properties.

AC-21: Considering the fact that the alleged discrepancy involved
only a quarter of an inch, and the fact that a review of the records
indicated that this small amount did not influence the running average,
Since the concrete in question was being pumped, a reduction of slump
would be expected to occur through the pipeline., This factor alone
would reduce the reported slump to a value under 4 inches.

FU1iA-85-64
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Category ) ;

AC-47: Not finvestigated by the NRC Region IV staff,
What TRT Had Done:

AC-16: Examination of the concrete basemat placement record packages.

AC-19: Examination of all 268 batch tickets in concrete placement
T0T=2781-001,

AC-20: Examined a random selection of 65 concrete placement packages,

AC-21: Review Gibbs & Hill (G&H) Specification 2323-S5-9, Rev, 4,
Section 5.2,

AC-27: Contained no new allegations.

AC-47: Exam!ncd 51 Circulating Water Intake Structure concrete placement
packages.

TRT's Conclusions:

AC-16: Not Valid - If nonconforming aggregate was used in the basemat
0 Unit 1 reactor, 1t did not adversely affect its concrete properties,

AC-19: Not Valid - TUEC violated procedure CCP 10, paragraph 4,10.5.6,
‘? ‘lny water which was added to the concrete was within the specified
mits.

AC-20: Not Valid - In their examination of the random samples of
concrete placements in the Turbine Building, which is a non-safety
related structure, the TRT found no evidence of irregularities.

Ac-él: Not Valid - Batch placements were within tolerances ipecified
y » and the TRT found no documentation that these slump requirements
had been violated.

AC-47: Not Valid - Since the batch tickets state that none of the
rejected concrete batches were placed in the Circulating Water Intake
and that the Circulating Water Intake Structure is classified as
nonsafety-related, in accordances with the Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR) (Volume IV, Section 3.2), the TRT concludes that the
allegation is without foundation.

Action Required: None,



Allegation Summary

Category No.: 2 TRT Members: J. Devers/R. Philleo
Subject: Concrete Placements
Summary of Allegations:

AC-22/ _"Bad concrete work" and “sloppy" placement of
AC-23: concrete.

e ———

AC-50: ‘ "Soupy" concrete in a slab in the Auxiliary
Eu”aing\.

Region IV's Cenclusion:

No investigation by Region IV,
What TRT Had Done:

AC-22 & AC-23: Reviewed 22 concrete placement paceages from random.

AC-50: Reviewed concrete placement packages: 022-2785-001; 002-
2790-003; 002-2790-004,

TRT s Conclusions:

AC-22 & AC-23: Mot Valid: In its records review the TRT found

some discrepancies in concrete placements that were identified and
resolved by established QC procedures; for those cases, the allegations
have merit. However, the discrepancies found are not urcommon 1in
concrete work, The TRT walkdown showed that the discrepancies were
resolved and that the concrete shows no degradation.

AC-50: The TRT investigated the specific allegation concern

"soupy concrete" by reviewing all the relevant concrete placement
packages and found the allegation to be unfounded. The alleger may
have been unaware that mortar had been authorized in lieu of concrete
for a small portion of the structure,

Action Required: None,




5.

6.

Allegation Summary

Category No.: 3 JRT Members: J. Devers/R. Philleo
Subject: Poor Weather Conditions for Placement of Concrete
Summary of Allegations:

AC-24: (Unknown) Concrete was placed during a rainstorm without
approval of QC.

AC-35: Concrete was placed during or immediately
before freez ng weather,

AC-52: w Field-cured and laboratory-cured cylinders
failed spec catfon requirements,

Region IV's Conclusion:

AC-24: The allegation elative to concrete placement on the dome
of Unit 1 is essentially correct and i< evidence of a breakdown in
the licensee's quality assurance program,

AC-35: There are no regulatory or industry prohibitions on placing
concrete in cold weather conditions. The NRC Region IV Staff
visually inspected each .f the placements in question for evidence
of damaged concrete an¢ found none,

AC-52: Not investigated by NRC Region IV,

What TRT Had one:

AC-24: Examined con:rete placement 101-8805-013.
AC-35: Examined concrete placements 101-2808-001 and 105-2773-001.
AC-52: Examined cylirder compressive strength data.

TRT's Conclusions:

AC-24: Valid - But the Unit 1 dome was proved sound both by
uTtrasonic testing and structura) integrity testing.

AC-35: Valid - But the sections of concrete alleged to have been
exposed to freezing temperature at an early age were shown by in-
place strength tests tc have substantially the same strength as
concrete whose protection was not in doubt,

AC-52: valid - But the field-cured test cylinders demonstrated
adequate protection for the type of concrete placed, with the
exception of one slab in the Safeguards Building, which was shown



Category No. 3

7.

afs

by Schmidt Hammer Testing to be adequate. The allegation relating
to laboratory-cured cylinders was found to be a misunderstanding of
the design strength of the concrete in question. The required
design strength was 2500 psi. The laboratory-cured cylinders in
question in all cases exceeded the 2500 psi requirement.

Action Required: None.



DCP7
cat 4 allegation

Allegation Summary

Category No.: 4 TRT Members: J. Devers/R. Philleo

Subject: Concrete Voids/Cracked/Crumbled
Summary of Allegations:

AC-25: Hollow places existed in concrete behind the
stainless steel liner in Unit 1 Containment Building.

AC-28: _ Fresh concrete was placed on top of crumbling concrete
during the construction of the spillway

AC-32: (Unknown) }he repair of a 20-foot x 20-foot honeycomb area
Tocated in Unit 1 Auxiliary Building was inadequate.

AC-33: (Unknown) Cracking existed on floor slab concrete in the Plant
Bu‘laing.

AC-34: (Individual “A") Voids found in the walls by tapping with a
ammer and listening for a hollow sound,

DC-008: (N/A) Void identified in Unit 1 Reactor Building Steam Generator
Compartment wall,

DC-009:
00Z-78

(N/A) Embedded foreign material was located with a flex drill in
2.

Region IV's Conclusions:

AC-25: The NRC Region IV Staff discovered that the allegation was true,
but with the exception that it was Unit 2, instead on Unit 1. The
deficiency had been detected and documented within the context of the
licensee's quality assurance system.

AC-28: Not investigated by the NRC Region 1IV.

AC-32: The NRC Region IV Staff determined that the allegation was based
on factual events that had been detected and documented within the context

of the licensee's quality assurance system as required by Appendix B to 10
CFR 50.

AC-33: The NRC Region IV Staff determined that this allegation had no
merit. Hairline surface cracks in concrete are not considered to have any
effect on structural integrity.



Category No. 4

«. P o
AC-34: The NRC Region IV Staff determined that the allegation was based
on an inference that a hollow sound indicates a hollow wall which was
shown to be an incorrect inference. The allegation is thus without merit.
DC-008 & DC-009: Not investigated by the NRC Region IV Staff,

What TRT Had Done:

AC-25: The existence of the voids and the required repair procedures are
documented in design change authorization No. 6663.

AC-28: Reviewed concrete placement packages of the Squaw Creek Dam
spillway.

AC-32 & AC-33: The 20-foot x 20-foot honeycomb area in the Auxiliary
u Ng &nd the cracks in the concrete basemat were documented and
repaired in accordance with approved procedures.

AC-34: Reviewed NRC Resident Inspector's report concerning voids in
buiTding wails.

DC-008 & DC-009: These deficiencies were documented on nonconformance

reports and corrective action taken.

TRT's Conclusions:

AC-25: The allegation of hollow places behind the stainless steel liner
of the Unit 2 reactor cavity is true and the hollow places are currently
undergoing repairs.

AC-28: In the absence of a specific allegation, the TRT reviewed
documentation for several placements done in cold weather and concludes
that the protection was adequate. In addition, the allegation has no
safety significance, since the spillway is not safety-related.

AC-32: The allegation of honeycoming in the Unit 1 Auxiliary Building is
rue and the repairs made were in accordance with approved procedures.
Therefore, the allegation has no safety significance.

AC-33: While the allegation of cracking in the concrete basemat is
accurate, it is not correct to assume that detrimental structural
consequences will result from the cracks. The structures are designed to
tolerate cracks of the magnitude and location of those found.



Category No. 4 :

AC-34: The allegation of numerous concrete voids was not substantiated.

DC-008: The allegation of a void in the generator compartment wall of the
Unit T Reactor Building is true. The void was filled even though it did
not require filling from the standpoint of adequacy of design. The TRT
agreed after its review of the G&H evaluation of the condition.

DC-009: Although the allegation was correct in identifying foreign
material in the concrete, the area was adequately repaired so that this
condition will have no impact on safety,

Action Required:

The renairs and the repair documentatior to the honeycoming discussed in
Item AC-25 must be inspected/reviewed and approved by the NRC Resident
Inspector before the TRT can determine that this issue has no safety
significance.




5.

Allegation Summary
Category No.: 5 TRT Members: J. Devers/R. Philleo
Subject: Miscellaneous Concrete
Summary of Ailegations:

AC-26: (Unknown) Equipment set on grout before the grout properiy
gained strength through aging,

AC-31: Hanger inserts were installed at improper
angTes.

AC-36: (Unknown) Trash in the bottom of a form was covered with
concrete,

AC-43: (Unknown) Did not include any new allegations; it merely
reiterated those made in AC-26, 31 and 36.

Region IV's Conclusion:

AC-26: Not investigated by the NRC Region IV Staff<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>