9

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICON

A REGION 1V
. @m; ’
Myl s 811 AYAN PLAZA DRIVE. Su: E 1000
b ~ ARLINGTON. TEXAS 76011

MEMORANOUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR

FROM: John T. Collins, Regional Administrator

SUBJECT: PROPOSED BOARD NOTIFICATION - COMANCHE PEAK PROTECTIVE
COATINGS ALLEGATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND
PREVIOUSLY FORWARDED TO TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY

A total of 60 allegations related to the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
e been identified. These allegations have been
forwarded to the licensee for their technical review, corrective actions, and

protective coatings program hav
preventative measures.

The licensee is in the process

coatings on Unit 1. Three insp
Steam Electric Station during 1
performed by our contractor, 8r
interim findings from these ins
currently planning to request t
report the safety significance

on protective coatings inspecti
have been written to date.

Because of the applicability of
Steam Electric Station ASLB Hea
with safety significance, I am
immediately of this potential a
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If additional information is re
R. L. Bangart (728-8249).
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S. Burwell, NRR

of completion of application of protective
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984 to date. These inspections have been
ookhaven National Laboratory (BNL). The
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ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING COMANCHE PEAK PROTECTIVE COATINGS

NOTE: Allegations 1 through 6 are concerned with the protective coating sys-

tems not being qualified, for example for environmental (irradiation) con-
ditions and DBA conditions, under ANSI 101.2-1972. (See letter to Doyle Hun-
nicutt from V. Llettieri dated January 16, 1984.,)

7. NCR Mo. CB3-01986 discusses the cracking and flaking of concrete coatings _
systems (NUTEC 11, 11S, 1201). The disposition section of this NCR
states "cracking of coatings is due to excessive stresses in the coating
during drying and curing.* The allegation is that repairing these cracks
will not remedy the condition which caused the cracks.

-

-
-

8. Paragraph 4.1.3 of Proc;dure Number CCP-30, Rev. 11, states: "... shadows
or tight r¢iidue of primer which may remain in the profile of the
previously prepared substrate is acceptable." The allegation cuestions
the integrity of an inorganic zinc primer which has been applied over a
steel substrate with metallic zinc residue in the profile of the steel.
The concern is that there will be coating adhesion problams, and that the
Zinc is isolated from the carbon steel substrate; thus the necessary
calvanic action will fail to occur.

9. It is alleced that three coats of inorcanic zinc prirer have Sean éroliad
t Ccmanche Peak to obtain the reguired dry film thicaness. Paragraph
.2.% of Instruction Number Q1-QP-11.4.5, Rev. 27, states: “Only two (2)
overcoats shall be applied.” It is alleged that this st:em would lack

chenical attraction or intercoat adhesion with itself. Is this three

a
3

ccat primer system gualified, for exemple for environtenta[ (irradiation)
conditions and DBA conditions, under ANSI N101.2-1972? This is another
exanple of the coatings systems not being qualified.
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ALLEGATICNS CONCERNING COMANCHE PEAK PROTECTIVE COATINGS

Paragraph 4.3.1.2 of Procedure Number CCP-40 states "Imperial coatings may
be applied in the following sequential order: #115/1201/115/1201 or
115/1201/11/1201.* Imperial letter dated May 8, 1978, VEBR-7697 to Mr.
Kelly Williams, second paragraph, states: "Although the resultant systems
#115/1201/115/1201 or #115/1201/11/1201 have not been qualification tes-
ted, there is no reason to believe that they are not viable systems.*

Thus these two systems have not been DBA qualified.

Specific sequencing of coatings Systems not required. For ex-

ample, NRC No. C823-01752 dated 6/23/83, Disposition section, first para-
graph, states: “"Table A2 in Appendix A of AS 31 specifies acceptable coat-
ing systems, i.e., primer and final coat product identification and
vendors.” It then goes on to say that full sequencing is not identified.
“This table does not identify full system sequencing or application para-
meters.” Does a system's sequencing change for alrepair? Why? Has the
repair sequence been DBA qualified?

DCA, No. 17, 142, Rev. 2, allows Carboline 305 to be applied over another
manufacturer's epoxy coating. Has this §ystem been DBA qualified?

OCA, Me. 12, 374, Rev. 1, allows inorganic zinc primer (Carboline CZ-117)
to be top coated by Imperial 1201. Has this system been DBA qualified?

Procedure No. CCP-30A, Rev. 2, page 2 of 13, paragraph 1.3.1 allows the
épplication of Carboline 305 over the primer Dimetcote 6 by Amzron, Mas
this system been DBA qualified?

Frocedure No. CCP-40, Rev. S, page 5 of 13, paragraph 4.1.1.3 states: “"Re-
pair of embedded foreign objects such as nails, rebar chairs, bolts, wood,
or plastic shall be repaired per the following quidelines tefore ap-

plication of NUTECH 11S surfacer." Have these systems been DBA qualified?
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11,

12.

13.

Paraaraph 3.2.2.3 of Instruction Number Q- QP-11.4-5, Rev. 27, page 8 of
27, states: "Surfaces that have been power tcoled with ‘2M Clear-N-
Strip,' 80 grit or coarser 'flapper wheels,' sanding discs, ‘roto peans,'
or equivalent to provide acceptable surface profile. It has been alleged
that:

a. The coating system applied to surfaces prepared using the above
specified power tool methods are not qualified, for example for en-
vironmental (irradiation) conditions and DBA conditions under ANSI
N101.2-1972.

b. The above mentioned methods provide a smoothing or polishing action,
rather than a penetrating action as obtained with sandblasting or with
a needle gun,

c. The profile that is obtained u51ng the above-mentioned methods occurs
in a sparse pattern and not a densely packed pattern.

-
-

It is alleged that DCA No. 18, 489, Rev. 1, allows a primer thickness of
0.5 mils. If this is so, is a coating system having & primer coat of 0.5
mil thickness qualified, for example for environrantal (irradiation) con-
ditions and DBA conditions, under ANSI 101,2-1972?

If maximum Timits are used, paragraph 4.3.1.2 of Procecure Number CCP-2pQ,
Rev. 5., aliows a 102 mil thick coating system for 115/1201/115/1201.

Is this system thickness cualified, for example for environmens al (ir-
raciation) conditions and DBA conditions, under ANS] 101.2-1972?

It is alleged that the coatings applied to areas such as the reactor core
cavity will not maintain their integrity due to neutron and gamma ex-
posure. It is further alleced that water and laked-of f paint will flow
out of the reactor core cavity in the case of a LOCA. Are the coating
systems apolied to these area qualified under ANSI 101.2-1972, especially
for environmental and DSA conditions? Which areas are qualified and
which areas are not? If ccatings in the cavity will come of £ with ir-
radiation, will this cause a problem post-LOCA?
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1S.

16.

17.

3. It has been alleced that after a MCR is written, anyone can sian of f
on it.

b. It has been alleged that NCRs cannot be written, and that IRs must be
written with "unsats.” It is alleged that NCRs must be dispositioned
by an engineer, while IRs can be dispositioned by anyone. What
prevents items identified on an IR from becaning lost, the problem
not being resolved, or generic items not being identified?

a. It is alleged that Paragraph 4.4.3.0 of Procedure Number CCP-30, Rev.
11, allows CZ-11 or Carboline 191 to be applied over existing Pheno-
line 305 topcoat and left intact, without sanding back to a "mottled”
transitjon.

b. It is also alleged that this paragraph allows Phenoline 305 to be ap-
plied over Reactic 1201 and vice-versa.

-
-

Are these coating systems qualified, for example for environmental and
OBA conditions, under ANSI 107.2-1972?

As a result of numerous allegations regarding improper pressure being ap-
plied to QC inspectors, NRC Office of Investigations has written
violations in this area and proposed two civil penalties. Are there any
coating material deficiencies in the plant resulting from the improper
pressure 2pplied to OC inspeciors (e.c., orassure not to write unsat re-
ports or KCRs, threats to lose job, use of verbal instructions to QC
insoectors vs. written instructions, lack of supoor: from 0T manecement
in technical disputas with construction, confusing instructions which do
not support unsats, such as Q!-QP-11, 4-5, Rev. 27, page 5 of 27, hote 4
and page 19 of 27 paragraph 3.7.5.b). .

t is alleged that the "air acceptability test” results are invalid be-

cause cigarette butts are placed into the cheater valve of the spray qun

prior to the test and removed after the test. Further, it is alleged
that construction and QC maragement was aware of this practice.
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Note:

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
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ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING COMANCHE PEAK PROTECTIVE COATINGS

For Allegations 1 through 17 see inspection report 50-445/84-03;
50-446/84-01, Attachment ,

It is alleged that QC inspectors are not allowed to identify visual de-
fects such as cracking or blistering during backfit inspections.

It is alleged that Instruction Number Q!-QP-11.4-23 and Q1-QP-11.4-24 a1
very vague regarding the way the backfit inspections are to be conductet

It is alleged that adhesion testing of the protective coatings arg not
performed properly. The QC inspectors are instructed not to cut around
the adhesion test dollies when conducting adhesion tests. The
instructions that come with the machine tell you to do sO (and Specific
tion AS-31 references these instructions). -
It is alleged that Brown & Root is doing the calibration on these adhe:
testers, and they are not using a corrected value curve (wnich should !
seen supplied with each unit).

In the present packfit program, QC inspectors are require¢ to take res

ings witn achesion testers without recaiving formal training.

It is alleged that the Coatings QC Program at CPSES is inferior to tint
same programs at other nuclear power plant projects. One rezson is
s+andard inspection practices, used at other sites, are not used at C
For example, a sample adhesion test used by a QC inspector regularly
another site, was not allowed at CPSES by one of the QC lead rmen. T™h
the ASTM tape adnesion test.
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24. It is alleged that Q coatings have been placed over rusty, scaly un-
prepared metal surfaces inside pipe supports made of tube steel without
end-caps. In these cases, the protective coating gets on the rusty inside
of the tube. This coating material could later crack, scale, come off the
pipe, and then travel to the sumps.

25. It is alleged that a seal coat was accepted prior to the finished coat
being applied, when in fact the seal coat should have been rejected. The
ared in question is just outside the Skimmer Pump Poom, in Reactor Con-
tainment Building-Unit 1, on the steel liner plate. Tne stains on the
Tiner plate in the opinion of the inspector were not acceptable per pro-
cedure and should have caused the seal coat to be rejected for finish coat
application. The QC inspector brought the condition to management's at-
tention and requested their opinion.: Management stated that the stains
were in fact rust stains and acceptable, while the QC inspector felt it
was obvious that the stains were not rust and unacceptable. The QC in-
spector stated: "The reason | accepted this was because | feared adverse
action would be taken against me if I rejected it." The QC Inspector goes
on to say that this area has the finish coat on it now and none of the
stains are visible.

26. It is allegad that Design Crange Authorization (DCA) documents are not
controlled.

27. It is also alieged tnat DCAs at CPS:S are oricinatec anc 2.proved tatally
oy engineering. QA/QC nas no irput in the review ang dis,osition of DCAs.

28. It is alieged that DCAs are used freaguently and conventently to cover up a
condition for wnich a Nonconformance Report (NCR) snouic be written., The
alleger estimated that 40% of the DCAs are for NCR conditions,
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30.

31.

32.

33.

=3

It 1s further alleged that DCAs are written to overcome a problem area
which will take considerable time for repairs, In other words, the DCAs
are used to facilitate the completion of a Job even though this means that
accepted procedures will not be followed.

It is alleged that on numerous occasions DCAs have been issued to down-
grade the surface preparation from an SP-10 to an SP-6 standard prepara-
tion. It is further alleged that DCAs are also written to downygrade
Specification AS-31 requirements in containment to AS-30, which is the
non-safety specification. The downgrading of an SP-10 to an SP-6 surface
preparation is an example of DCAs being written to downgrade from an AS-2?)
to an AS-30 requirement.

It is further alleged that QC management interpreted an SP-6 on a DCA to
mean "do the best you can®. For examble, when difficult access areas were
involved, QC management allegedly stated to the QC inspectors, if you can-
not get to an area, do not worry about it.

It is alleged that after a reading list was signed by QC inspectors, the
document that they read was removed and replaced by a different document ,
yet the reading list coversheet remained the same.

It 1s alleged that many problems at CPSES with ccatings are cue to a QC
Coatings Lead inspector's (Individual K) lack of 2xperience in Q. An
exzmple of this was when he icentified the rust on an L-fr-zme in the core
area as being D-6 residue.
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snsruction Rumder QI-QA-11.4-5, paregraph 3.2.2.4, rev. 27, cated
11/8/22, pege 7 of 27 states: “Veri’y thas the Blasted or power tosled
surfeze h2s been brushed or vacuused ta the extent required for fing)
szrfece faspectfon,® It {s alleged this hes never been periormed on
power t20] cleaned surfaces, It is further alleged that in liew of fol-
icwing the procadure, the surfaces are deing Micwn Jown with coooressed
2ir o wipel with a cloth rag. The concern with using cozpressed air is
that the surface becomes contazireted with cf! and/or water. The concern
with ¢ cloth rag is that the surfice becoses contazinated with lint.

It is aileged that when wiping 2 zurfoce Seecictely prior to resairing
that serface, the paint is wiped wizh & Fareign cleaning solution. This
forzigr cleanfrg solutfon is alleged to be a Sosptiai disinfectant con
waining two (2) percent chlorizes. The corcem is thet this hospital
disinfectant is not 2llowed by procedure amg couid ceuse stress corresion
crecking of stainless steel,

it is alleged that duct tape has deen placed over Pizhasnd Inserts, leay-
ing 2 hoie dehind the cuct tape, Alco, foon rudler was left fnside the
Ricemoad insert. It is then gilesed that IS aa¢ 1200 are applied sver
ne Lot teve.  The end result i< what appears to be 2 soiic wall, but in
z2iity 15 @ wall with holes 10 it covered with suct tepe, 115 and 1201,

i* s allezed that zinc prizer was nst sufficiently cured Sefsee @ [
csat w2s epdiied. It is 2lso al'zged that th: procedues weré not f3l-

o2l 10 determine if the zine primer wes preassly Cured,

It is 2ilacad that the "nickel® test w25 not serformad preperly dué to

instrustions received from Q7 suparvicors, It it allzged that Q0 suvar-
vi3ors instructad (C inspectors lay the nfckei flas on the surface of
‘g coating; then to Tightly rut the nickel, es lightly 2s the inspa:tas
s:1¢, ecross the coating, to te2y jus: 2nough pressure on the nickei so

.- e,

R N e L T
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: oI008 aliezed that repaies of defects Nove

-

Seen aczeplisnee wish ne re-
inszeztion of these defects, far exaople, @ repair is m3de, sosa0ne cé:-
e3 2long and walks in that resslr, you have dccected that ares as sasis- :

Testary with footprints, contaninaticn, sand, etc., and it is never re-
izspected, It 15 further Teged that this repair is not given 3 fingl
inspectica of the type thet would have Saen performad had i been & re. E
seler ;raiu::ion type job, |

ey

-

5. It is 2lVeges thye during tooke jauge lests, it was observed that rust
W25 seen on steel substrate, and grease, grine, filth, and other con.
t2zin2rts oa concrete substrate,

€7, It is &llegad that for an fnstailation hencer for the steas ganeraters,

in violetion of 2 written fnstrucrice, (C irspeciors were instructed to
perfaiz

= esoraxizately 25 elconter adhesion tests,

€. I is alleges shat ccatings heve teer aaplfed over seismic joints, These

Jeizts are filled with ‘0a% and were 2% t5 b2 roated,

2. It is alleged thae Overspray intc areas *%:t rag previously besn

inssectel hag Sae ellowed and 13 zormsnnlers,

e
“y

Ve 435 allege? that coatings have hewr éppliec without the znefit of

cuality control inscaceton,
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- *tisaiieged that Phanline 305 vas shisned ' 2 59/5C 2tz with thiner,

1§ S2/5C 23y & Apis } 7 i
his I3/5C mix, whan dried, Sacam as 3rittle ag giass. The 7rangling

o - hasos - : —_— - e » "
------ 2 53 Srictle that 12 @s not rossidle to estzin @ toske gayse
re3ling,

:t lost its izact resistance and abrasion resistance.

- -. -s
“le 4013 300ezel ‘hat coat

1635 Rave been placed cuer raw concrete thas had
A% surfete precaration.
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335, s &llece? that CC insecrors W 108 $0 write Zenvuectt far 'nénoa ] |
L T TEEE TEES N TRGReCLOrS WRfE 0k 1o write Zaeusstt far Yafaems. . 4 |
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.51. It 45 edieses shes Curing the Eackfit Progran, snly the firse ursetig-
.e:.::) reading wag recorded, eren 17 ths ‘olinwing readings werp o5nep
ViZher or Tower, reaning further cut of ne aczepiadle range, It g
fersher allecsd the: the trend 2nalysis wes averseiy affected by nge
freluding 8o actunt readings,

.01 is alleged thay areas identified curfrg the Backfit Prograe as baing
viside of the azceptable range fer applied coatinas were not removet as
reguired, :

5. 0t 1s @lleced thae original documentatfan relazed to the Backfiy Frojas
Kis cestroyed by o2 m2nagement,

. Btz €28 thee in Unxt ¢, elevation SE0, the room Girectly off the
elevizg= had 2 ares cca‘ed that WS Covered with filth, wel¢ spatier,
35ezto Juice, and cther unsuitadle caterial,

« UC Ineoecisr procedures such as Gi-02-11,4-1 state: *Adequate lickting is
Celined 25 the minizyn light pradiced by @ {2 cell battery flashiicas,*
45 allaged that the minizua is rarg Yight, It is allece¢ that 2
I75T8I3278 wers %0 narfarm their faspactions 4t ars's 1ength, and if the
iisne was Sricht, thas wasa's *he ziniaum, Rether, 1t was th: cayizun
et Lhey should obtain 2 reiker Masalioh,

« G103 20Ts50f thes 0 lnspecior doEplec subsianderd csetings on the
Yiser plate, Selow ang 2302 12€ pelar crane rail at azimuth 270* o 00,

- o1 05 2llaces thae oo Inszectors azrs sefectively sent to verigus
ue:.'.ﬁs 59 Lhat the coat in3s woule PSS inspection. For sxes pie,
srEIItien calls for e lnspecrics, "NER the iacnector arrives, he i
32 lhey it nge "eady. G ratuces to che X office, 0= ke way he
"RELS 2 5210 fzspector proceding to the eres he was Just 20i¢ was not
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