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SUMMARY

Scope: This routine inspection was conducted in the areas of licensee action
on previous enforcement items, licensee action on previously identified
inspection findings, fire prevention and fire protection, testing of pipe
supports and restraints, work observation (mechanical components), and
cleanliness.

Results: One URI* was indentifed concerning an adequate definition of a
generic condition, paragraph 2.a.

* URI's are matters about which more information is required to determine
whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or deviations.
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1.

REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*G.
*R.
*E.
*G.
*H.
M.
J.
G.
*T.
T.
H.
*D.
P.
*L.
*M.
*C.
H.
S.
D.
*S.
J.
R.

Toto, Site Director

Pedde, Deputy Site Director

Ennis, Plant Manager

Atwood, Regulatory Support Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Bounds, Project Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering

Brickey, Lead Electrical Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Coan, Assistant Project Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Curtis, Assistant Project Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Dean, Compliance/Licensing Engineer

Horst, Nuclear Site Representative

Johnson, Acting Site Quality Manager

Kulisek, Acting Site Licensing Manager

Metcalf, Lead Nuclear Engineer, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Peterson, Quality Control Manager, Division of Quality Assurance
Riden, Engineering Assurance Engineer

Riedl, Acting Compliance Supervisor

Simpson, Manager of Special Projects, Division of Nuclear Construction
Stagnolia, Modifications Manager, Division of Nuclear Construction
Stewart, Assistant to the Site Director

Stout, Regulatory Support Supervisor, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Thompson, Construction Manager, Division of Nuclear Construction
Tolley, Project Manager's Office

Other licensee employees contacted included engineers, technicians,
nuclear power supervisors, and construction supervisors.

* Attended exit interview

Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Items (92702)

a.

(Open) Deviation 390, 391/87-20-01, "Failure to Préper]y Document
Class 1E Equipment Qualification".

During Inspection 390, 391/87-20, conducted on November 28, 1987 -
January 3, 1988, a deviation was issued that identified that Class 1E
equipment, such as the Emergency Diesel Generators, Vital Batteries,
etc., were not documented as qualified in accordance with IEEE
323-1971, "Qualification of Class 1 Electric Equipment for Nuclear
Power Generating Stations". The licensee subsequently documented the
failure of the Emergency Diesel Generators to be qualified in
accordance with IEEE 323-1971 on PIR WBN WBP87167.
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During Inspection 438, 439/88-01 conducted on April 11-May 16, 1988,
at the Bellefonte plant, the inspector reviewed the licensee's
compliance with IEEE 323-1971 (a commitment at Bellefonte also) and
determined that Class 1E equipment, in some cases, was not properly
documented as qualified per IEEE 323-1971. There was no indication
at Bellefonte that this generic condition identified at Watts Bar had
received a PGCE. After further review, it was determined that the
PGCE did not occur because PIR WBNWBP87167 had been evaluated as not
generic. The inspector reviewed the following procedures at Watts
Bar to determine why a generic review had not been required at
Bellefonte.

- NQAM Part 1, Section 2.16, Rev. 3, "Corrective Action".
- NEP-9.1, Rev. 2, "Corrective Action".

- WBEP 3.05, Rev. 1, "Condition Adverse to Quality Reports (CAQR)
and Problem Identification Reports".

These procedures specify CAQRs and PIRs shall be considered for gene-
neric implications but do not give guidance or criteria concerning
what constitutes a generic condition. The issue was discussed with
the management reviewer who evaluated the PIR as not requiring a
generic review. His evaluation was on the basis that equipment at
Bellefonte had different manufacturers than equipment at Watts Bar.
He did not consider that DNE procedures could affect the supplied
equipment and cause the same condition at Bellefonte. This incorrect
evaluation appears to have been caused by TVA procedures not defining
minimum conditions that should be evaluated for issuance of a PGCE.
The lack of procedure guidance for evaluating and determining generic
applicability at the other licensee's other facilities was discussed
with the licensee. The licensee advised that revisions to applicable
site and corporate procedures will be considered. This is URI 390,
391/88-02-01, "Adequate Definition of What Constitutes a Generic
Condition" pending further review of the licensee's actions.

(Closed) URI 390,391/87-11-01, "Contract QC Inspector Certification".

During Inspection 390, 391/87-11, it was identified that a contract
QC inspector had performed inspections after his certification had
expired. The 1licensee issued CAQR CHS 870057 to document this
deficiency. The identified deficiencies occurred because of failure
to follow established administrative procedures by both corporate and
site personnel. The procedures required the periodic review of all
contract inspector certification due dates to avoid expiration.

Corrective action for this deficiency has been completed. The
corrective actions included:

(1) A sample reinspection of the subject contract inspector's work
during the timeframe after certification expired. The review



was made from a total population of 101 dimensional inspections,
three hanger final inspections, six bolting inspections, and
one torquing inspection. From this total, 58 dimensional
inspections were witnessed by another inspector and/or a
supervisor on WP 6218. In addition, two heat number transfers
were witnessed on WP 6591-2, and a hanger final inspection was
re-performed on maintenance request 604866. No deficiencies
were noted in any of the above inspections.

In addition to the above inspections, the individual also
performed 25 cleanliness inspections, 390 heat number transfers,
and two oil verification inspections. However, since these
activities are site qualifications and are not a part of the
certification program, they were not affected by the
certification lapse.

QMI 802-.6, "Quality Control and Nondestructive Examination
Training"® (new issue) requires review of a sample of the
inspector's work in accordance with QMP 110.3, "Sampling of
Inspections By Attributes". However, the 1licensee has
determined that, because of the significant number of
inspections witnessed during the period when his certification
had lapsed, the hanger inspections dicusssed, and the simplicity
of the remaining inspections, it was unnecessary to perform
additional review.

(2) A review of the certification records to assure that this was an
isolated case. No additional certification expirations were
jdentified for any contract QC inspector.

(3) A new procedure, QMI-802.6, issued December 18, 1987, to provide
' requirements for training and certification of QC and NDE
inspectors at WBN. This instruction is the corporate and
site-specific portion of the TVA Inspector Training,
Certification and Qualification Program.

The 1inspector reviewed the Tlicensee's corrective action and
determined that it is acceptable. This item is closed.

(Closed) URI 390, 391/87-15-01, "Adequacy of AI-9.2".

During Inspection 390, 391/87-15, it was identified that authority to
reject MRs was not specified. AI-9.2, "Maintenance Requests and
Preventive Maintenance", has been revised with an ICF clarifying the
authority and procedure for rejecting MRs. The inspector reviewed
the ICF and determined that it adequately addressed the procedure and
authority for rejecting MRs. This ICF is procedurally required to be
incorporated as a procedure revision within 120 days of origination
of the ICF. This item is closed.

(Closed) URI 390/86-17-12, "Multiple Weld Repairs On Stainless Steel
Material'. ‘
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The following information concerning the URI was extracted from
Report 390/86-17:

"During this inspection, it was revealed that Watts Bar Unit 1
had not implemented specific management controls for multiple
repairs made to stainless steel welds. For example, field weld
1-063A-D07604 had five (5) repairs in the same area with no
apparent evaluation of the cause and effect of these repairs.
This particular weld had recently been rejected again and is
scheduled for its sixth repair. ASME NA-4133.16 states in part
that the identification of conditions adverse to quality be
determined and corrected to preclude repetition. Further, the
inspectors were concerned about the potential adverse effect of
repetitive applications of localized high heat input to multiply
repaired welds. The inspector noted that TVA management should
review the existing TVA position regarding controls on multiple
stainless steel weld repairs."

While there is no quantitative limit set by the ASME codes for the
number of repairs to a weld on austenitic stainless steel, it is

desirable to minimize the number of repairs. The inspectors noted
that an effort to reduce the number of repairs has been made by

adding an Attachment "G" to Watts Bar Quality Control Instruction,
QCI-4.03, "Process Control and Weld Procedure Assignment". This
Attachment "G" added welding engineering witness points for removal
and characterizing of the weld defect. This should result in a

lesser number of repairs.

The 1licensee included information for closing this item that
calculated the equivalent number of weld passes and thus limited the
number of weld repairs that could be made without impairing the base
metal corrosion resistance. The licensee's evaluation method is as
follows: :

"A practical comparison between reported test results and
welding practices can be estimated by converting the total time
at temperature into the equivalent number of weld bead passes.
If we assume that the welds heat affected zone passes through
the sensitization temperature range in one minute during the
cooling cycle then dividing the continuous time at temperature
by the cooling interval time for sensitization will estimate the
number of weld bead passes to produce the same result.
Likewise, the number of repair attempts can be estimated by
dividing the above total "passes by the number of weld bead
passes required to fill the repair cavity cross-section. None
of the test sample failed so the calculated results are .not
maximum values.

Welding engineering evaluations will determine the number of
repair attempts on a case by case basis."



The inspector reviewed the licensee's actions on this item and this
item is closed.

(Closed) URI 390/86-17-05, "Ultrasonic Practical Examinations".

The inspector opened this URI because EG&G's UT examination procedure
required ultrasonic examiners to reject discontinuities that they
interpreted to be cracks, lack of fusion, or incomplete penetration.
However, the examiner's practical examination test results/records
did not demonstrate that they could distinguish between types of
defects, geometrical conditions, or ultrasonic phenomena.

The following corrective actions were taken:

An administrative stop work for UT inspections was issued until EG&G
qualified examiners to an AWS Dl1.1 procedure using two weld test
plate samples. Each examiner who has responsibility for
characterization has now qualified with two weld test samples
containing known defective conditions as required by ASNT-TC-1A.
EG&G ensured that each examiner, in order to qualify, was required to
detect, identify, and size each known defective condition. EG&G has
compieted a 100-percent inspection of required welds, including those
previously inspected using qualified examiners.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's corrective action, including
the inspector certification, and found that adequate corrective
actions were taken.

3. Licensee Actions on Previously Identified Inspection Findings (92701)

a.

(Open) Inspector Followup Item (IFI) 390/86-12-01, 391/86-13-01,
"Implementation of New Procedure Program".

During Inspection 390/86-12; 391/86-13, the inspectors received a
presentation by the 1licensee which involved an overview of the
proposed TVA program to develop new corporate level procedures and
directives to govern its nuclear activities, including activities at.
its nuclear plants. The presentation included the steps proposed to
achieve the corporate goal which would ensure that plant procedures
conformed with the requirements of the corporate level nuclear
directive and procedures. These steps are as follows:

- A review of all baseline documents (TVA
releases/codes/instructions, licenses and permits, technical
specifications, QA topical report, FSAR, regulations, and
requirements) to assure that corporate policy addresses. all
required areas.

- . Preparation of a corporate Policy and Organization Manual to
establish ONP policies reflecting interpretations of selected
regulations, directions on standardization, and other major



jssues; and to formalize approval of the organizational
structure and charter.

- Preparation of ONP standards which would provide direction to
nuclear TVA divisions for standardization and division interface
control in order to carry out ONP directives.

- Site division procedures that implement applicable ONP
directives, ONP standards, and site-specific baseline documents
may be established by the responsible site director.

- Preparation of site instructions would provide for working level
procedures that implement applicable site-specific baseline
documents, ONP directives, ONP standards, and site division
procedures.

The new program also provides for a nuclear procedures staff at the
corporate level to manage the overall program and for procedure
coordinators at each site to ensure ONP policy is transmitted to and
understood by the site. The new program also proposes a new Site
Procedures Organization to write or revise all site procedures. The
inspectors consider that the new program has many merits, but they
were also concerned that implementation of the program could impact
the different plants to varying degrees due to the new procedures
being phased in during a time when plants are trying to restart or
undergoing licensing.

During this present inspection, the inspector attended a presentation
by the site procedures supervisor on the new procedures program.
During this presentation it was stated that, "It is the policy of the
ONP to provide effective control of its management processes and the
conduct of operations through a ... system of documented policies,
directives, standards, procedures and instructions."

It was further explained the new procedures program would have the
following hierarchy of procedures and instructions:

Nuclear Procedure System Principal Documents

- Policies

- Directives

- Standards

- Procedures (division & site)

- Instructions (staff, branch, administrative, technical,
maintenance, operating and surveillance) 5

The different types of documents were defined as follows:
(1) Policies:

- Establish management programs required to conduct
operations.



- Establish  management  positions on conduct or
interpretations of external requirements.

(2) Directives:
- Provide details on content and structure.
- Assign accountability
- Identify interfaces
- Provide general methods

(3) Standards specify how activities required by policies and
directives are to be carried out:

- When interfaces between sites, projects, divisions or
staffs are involved. :

- When activities are performed by more than one site,
project, division or staff. :

- When activities are intended to be performed in a
standardized manner.

(4) Division Procedures:

- When activities involve interfaces between two or more of
the division's branches.

- When more than one major organization within the division
performs the activity.

- When a standard cannot be implemented directly.

(5) Site Procedures implement the requirements of directives and
standards and site-specific requirements when:

- Activities involve interfaces between two or more site
organizations.

- More than one major site organization performs the
activity.

- A standard cannot be implemented directly.

(6) Site Instructions implement the requirements of directives and
standards, site procedures and site-specific requirements



(7) Branch and Staff Instructions implement the requirements of ONP
directives and standards and/or division procedures within a
branch or staff organization

The inspector was informed that this new procedure program was only
partially implemented and it would take several more months to fully
implement. This item is being left open pending review after the
program is further implemented. '

(Closed) IFI 391/84-17-15, "Establish Area Radiation Monitor (ARM)
Setpoints". '

During Inspection 390/84-22, 391/84-17, it was identified that ARM
setpoints had not been established. During Inspection 390/85-16,
391/85-15, the licensee's response was reviewed and 390/84-22-15 was
closed. It has recently been determined that 391/84-17-15 was not
closed due to an administrative oversight. This item is closed.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-26-03, "Review Cold Shut Condition and
Engineering Evaluation for Weld LD-B-0021".

The following information concerﬁing the IFI was extracted from
Report 390/86-26:

"The DR does not address the cold shut condition illustrated on page
2 of the EG&G inspection report. An LP examination was performed
only to evaluate incomplete fusion. Cold shut in the toe area of the
weld was not LP examined nor was engineering evaluation provided in
the DR."

The diaphragm valve which was the subject of the above correspondence
was purchased by Westinghouse from ITT Grinell to ASME Code Section
III, Class 3. The Westinghouse equipment specification requires the
pressure containing parts,.including all finish machined parts, be
100-percent LP inspected in accordance with the requirements and
acceptance criteria for ASME Class 1 valves. The Certificate of
Compliance stated that the valves met this requirement and would
imply that no cold shuts were present. A cold shut would be found by
LP testing since this is an area where metallurgical bonding has not
occurred. The licensee LP-examined the area and found no indications
- thus no cold shut was present. The NRC inspector selected this
valve plus two additional valves with similar patterns and observed
the WQC inspector perform a LP test. The three valves inspected
were: Valve Serial No. 74-2109-11-5, Valve 2-1ISV-62-952; Valve
Serial No. 73-6224-12-20, Valve 1-ISV-62B-952; Valve Serial No.
75-5279-4-8, Valve 0-ISV-78-533. .

No indications were observed. This item is closed.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-26-06, "Overstressed Structural Connections at
741 Ft. Elevation”.



The following information concerning the IFI item was extracted from
Report 390/86-26:

"During the review of engineering calculations related to weld
deficiencies identified on a structural platform located at elevation
741 in the control building, some of the reviewed weld connections
were found to be overstressed by about 200 percent of the allowable
design stresses. A further review of this item revealed that the
problem is confined to three weld detail joint configurations. The
NRC team concluded that TVA should inspect 100 percent of those three
configurations in all accessible plant locations."

The NRC inspector reviewed CDR's 390/86-65 and 391/86-58 and noted
that it covered the above subject. The IFI item is closed and the
action in this area will be evaluated when the CDR item is evaluated
for closure. )

(Closed) IFI 390/86-26-07, "High Rejection Rates of Radiographic
Examination".

The following information concerning the inspector followup item was.
extracted from Report 390/86-26:

"The reviewed results of the radiographic examination performed
by the WEP was found to be conservative in the evaluation of the
sampled radiographs and in -most cases the NRC team results
generally agreed with the WEP results. The EG&G raw data
reports indicated that approximately 11 percent of the reviewed
welds contained one or more deviant conditions.

The relatively high rejection rates reported in the EG&G raw
data reports as independently confirmed by the NRC inspectors,
the lack of Level III involvement, and the finding that
inadequate surveillance was performed in the area during
construction indicated a significant weakness 1in the
radiographic overview process.

The NRC inspection team concluded that TVA should review 100
percent of all remaining radiographs for the WBN Unit 1
project."

The NRC inspector reviewed CDR's 390/86-66 and 391/86-60,
"Questionable Weld Radiographs", and noted that it covered the above
subject which was for Unit 1. The CDR also stated that the same
radiographs for Unit 2 would be reviewed. The IFI item is closed and
the action in this area will be evaluated when the CDR item is
evaluated for closure.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-17-16, "Inspection of Instrument Tubing Welds".
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This IFI identified four instrument tubing butt welds above panel
number 1-L-68 at E1. 713, for instruments 1-FE-3-48A and 1-FE-3-90A,
steam generator feedwater inlet flow transmitters, that were not
included within the reinspection scope of EG&G's inspection program.

The Ticensee has inspected the welds, as requested by the NRC, to the
requirements of SP WEP 3.2.3 acceptance criteria, Appendix A. The
results are documented on form WEB 320 for each of the four welds
inspected. Other than a minor arc strike documented adjacent to Weld
C-4009 and illegible welder identification for the welds as
documented, there were no other deviations. All four welds were
evaluated and found suitable for service.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's action on this item, including
a review of the inspection documentat1on package and all items were
found acceptable.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-17-17, "Justification For Variance $-51-3N67".

This IFI questioned EG&G's findings for a Support at Elevation 740,
South Valve Room in that welds 1-4 were flare-bevel joints and not
fillet welds as specified by drawing 47A051-3, Revision 5; that no
original dinspection sheet(s) could be located; and that two (2)
underfilled flare-bevel welds were identified. Thirty-eight weld
attributes were acceptable. EG&G's reinspection was to variance
§-51-3N67, dated July 23, 1986, but the variance was not related to
drawing 47A051-3. Drawings 47A051-3 and 47A051-3A concerned P-1000
Unistruts welded to a column with additional pieces connected by
clamps, nuts, and shims. Variance S-51-3N67 concerned a Unistrut
welded to a square tube which was welded to a beam.

The 1licensee's response indicated that field inspection has
identified that instrumentation line 1-3-L-383-2 is being reworked to
Work Plan E6684-1. In conjunction with this Work Plan, the supports
on this line are being deleted per Field Change Request 86168 and
Engineering Change Notice 6684. This includes the support in
question (FOS 1012) which had a support remova] data sheet issued and
completed.

The original investigation revealed that flare-bevel welds in lieu of
fillet welds were allowed by note 51 of TVA drawing 47A050-1IN R/9
General Notes. Since these supports were fabricated to the 47A051
drawing series, note 23 of drawing 47A051-1A should be referred to in
order to ut111ze the General Notes of 47A050.

EG&G, after further investigation and evaluation, had revised WDR
G-43, Rev. 1 to void their initial assessment that two flare-bevel
welds (welds 3 and 4) were underfilled. Therefore, these welds did
not have rejectable attributes.
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The inspector reviewed the licensee's action on this item and, based
on this review, this item is closed. i

(Closed) IFI 390/86-26-02, "Weld Item 224-0002".

This IFI questioned the 1licensee's proposed disposition of an
indication discovered in weld item 224-0002. The inspector indicated
that the presence of a linear indication required removal or
additional evaluation in accordance with ASME Code Section III
requirements. Using design calculations (fitness for service) is not
an acceptable method under the rules of Code Section III . Removal or
reduction of linear indications to an acceptable size by additional
surface conditioning is required.

The licensee reports that a CAQR WBP 880117 was generated to document
a linear indication 3/32-inch wide on the top side of shear lug 10A.

The approved corrective action was to remove the linear indication by
additional surface conditioning and reinspect in accordance with the
appropriate WBN-QCP-4.13 series.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's corrective actions for this
weld to assure the weld would be repaired and inspected after repair
for compliance with the requirements specified in the acceptance
criteria of ASME Code Section III, 4i.e., no linear indications
allowed. In addition, the inspector verified that the licensee
intends to restore all other deficiencies to the minimum require-
ments specified in ASME Code Section III when ASME Code deficiencies
are found or request exemption from ASME Code compliance.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-26-05, "Weld Item 013-0005".

This IFI was opened because the inspector disagreed with the
disposition of a deviation report for weld item 013-0005. Because
spatter can mask defects, the spatter should have been cleaned before
the LP examination was performed. A new LP examination was required
to verify that no unacceptable defects exist in the affected weld
areas.

The licensee has removed the weld spatter and performed another LP on
January 19, 1988, for the spatter removal area identified at Weld
1-067J-T608-06. There were no unacceptable defects found during the
visual or LP examinations. This inspection was completed after
maintenance request form A592514 was initiated to remove the spatter.
The disposition of CAQR WBP 870993 provided the corrective action
steps to be taken in resolving this item.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's corrective action on this item
and found adequate corrective action was taken.

(Closed) IFI 390/86-16-02, 391/86-16-01, "Steam Generator U-Bend Heat
Treatment”.
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This IFI questioned whether ASME Code requirements were being
addressed by the licensee and Westinghouse for tube repairs on the
Unit 1 and Unit 2 steam generators. Specifically, the activity
involved U-bend heat treatment. o

Westinghouse has provided the licensee with a letter of compliance
indicating that the applicable ASME Code requirements have been
complied with for the steam generator tubes after the U-bend heat
treatment and also the application of various processes (tube
rolling) during the tube sheet crevice repairs. Specifically, the
correspondence indicates the steam generator tubing material, per
Code Section NB-2311, has been excluded from having to meet any
additional requirements due to the application of the processes and
treatments considered under Section NB-4113. These are .the forming
and bending processes used in fabrication and installation of the
vessel. The design requirements met under Section NB-3000 remain the
same as for the original design. The application of the additional
processes, that were considered as part of the
fabrication/manufacturing of the vessel, was for enhancing the
material performance. The side effect on the tube-to-tubesheet weld
of re-rolling at the tube mouth has been evaluated separately for
North Anna and Trojan steam generators and is found to be acceptable
concerning joint integrity.

This item is considered closed.
Fire Prevention and Fire Protection - Unit 2 (42051)

During plant tours, the inspectors conducted observations of fire
prevention and protection activities in areas containing combustible
materials where ignition of these materials could damage safety - related
structures, systems or components. The observations included verification
that applicable requirements of AI 9.9, Rev. 15, "Torch Cutting, Welding,
and Open Flame Work Permit", Security Procedure 2, Rev. 27, "Fire
Protection Plan", AI 1.8, Rev. 13, "Plant Housekeeping" and WBNP
Construction Engineering Procedure (CEP) 1.36, Rev. 3, "Housekeeping" were
being implemented with regards to fire prevention and protection.

Within this area inspected, no violations or deviations were identified.

Testing of Pipe Supports and Restraint Systems - Unit 1  (70370C)

The inspector toured areas of the Unit 1 auxiliary building and reactor
building. Numerous snubbers and restraints were observed. Visual
examinations were conducted to check for deterioration and physical damage
of mechanical snubbers. Visual examinations were also conducted to check
for damage to base support plates, fasteners, locknuts, brackets,. and
clamps associated with these installed pipe supports.

Within this area, no violations or deviations were identified.



)

13

Mechanical Components (Work Observation) (50073C)

On Discrepancy Report WB-DR-87-6, the licensee identified a deficiency in
that a circular plate was found lying inside the 18-inch shell side
discharge pipe of RHR heat exchanger 1A. The plate, 18 inches in diameter
1/8-inch thick carbon steel with a pattern of 3/8-inch diameter holes
throughout the face, was identified on the equipment drawing as a
desiccant retainer.

The licensee had advised that an inspection for additional plates would be
conducted. This inspection is now complete and was accomplished using an
X-ray machine to prevent the costly and time-consuming process of
disassembling the piping connections. The lower bowl area, including the -
RHR inlet and outlet and the component cooling inlet and outlet areas, of
RHR-1A, was radiographed along with the component cooling inlet, outlet,
and Tower bowl, including the RHR inlet and outlet, of RHR 1B.

These examination reports conclude that no additional plates were located.
The licensee's review of the radiographs also showed no other foreign
materials, such as bolts or nuts used to secure retaining plates were
present. The actual radiographs will be stored in the document control
vault.

The inspector reviewed the licensee's actions on this matter and found
them acceptable.

Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on May 9, 1988, with
those persons indicated in paragraph one above. The inspectors described
the areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings listed
below. Dissenting comments were not received from the licensee.
Proprietary information is not contained in this report.

Note: A 1list of abbreviations used in this report is contained in
paragraph 8.

Item Number Status Description/Reference Paragraph

390/88-02-01 Open URI - Adequate Definition of What

391/88-02-01 Constitutes a Generic Condition,
paragraph 2a.

390/87-20-01 Open Deviation - Failure to Properly Document

391/87-20-01 Class 1E Equipment Qualification,
paragraph 2a.

390/87-11-01 Closed URI - Contract QC Inspector Certification,

391/87-11-01 paragraph 2b.

390/87-15-01 Closed URI - Adequacy of AI - 9.2, paragraph 2c.

391/87-15-01
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390/87-17-12
390/86-17-05
390/86-12-01
391/86-13~01

391/84-17-15

390/86-26-03

390/86-26-06

390/86-26-07

390/86-26-05

390/86-17-16

390/86-17-17

390/86-16-02

391/86-16-01

390/86-26-02

Closed

Closed

Open

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed
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URI - Multiple Weld Repairs on Stainless
Steel Material, paragraph 2d.

URI - Ultrasonic Practical Examination,
paragraph 2e.

IFI - Implementation of New Procedure
Program, paragraph 3a. ’

IFI - Establish Area Radiation Monitor
(ARM) Setpoints, paragraph 3b.

IFI - Review Cold Shut Condition and
Engineering Evaluation for Weld  LD-B-0021,
paragraph 3c.

IFI - Overstressed Structural Connections
at 741 ft. Elevation, paragraph 3d.

IFI - High Rejection Rates of Radiographic
Examinations, paragraph 3e.

IFI - Disposition of Package 013-0005,
paragraph 3i.

IFI - Inspection of Instrument Tubing Welds,
paragraph 3f.

IFI = Justification of Variance,
paragraph 3g.

IFI - Steam Generator U-Bend Heat Treatment,
paragraph 3j.

IFi - Removal of Linear Indication Observed
by Liquid Penetrant Examinations,
Paragraph 3h.

List of Abbreviations Unit 1 and 2

Al
ARM
ASME
ASNT
AWS
CAQR
CDR
CEP
DNC
DNE

Administrative Instruction

Area Radiation Monitor

American Society Mechanical of Engineers
American Society Nondestructive of Testing
American Welding Society

Condition Adverse to Quality Report
Construction Deficiency Report
Construction Engineering Procedure
Department of Nuclear Construction
Division of Nuclear Engineering



s
DR

FSAR
ICF
IEEE
IFI
LP
MR
NDE
NEP
NRC
NQAM
ONP
Par.
PGCE
PIR
PM

QA

QMI
QMP
RHR
TVA
URI

WBEP
WBN
WDR
WEP
WP
wQC

w".,f
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Deviation Report

Elevation

Final Safety Analysis Report
Instruction Change Form
Institute of Electrical & Electronic Engineering
Inspector Follow Item

Liquid Penetrant

Maintenance Request
Nondestructive Examination
Nuclear Engineering Procedures
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual
Office of Nuclear Power
Paragraph

Potential Generic Condition Evaluation
Problem Identification Report
Preventive Maintenance

Quality Assurance

Quality Control

Quality Methods Instruction
Quality Methods Procedure
Residual Heat Removal

Tennessee Valley Authority
Unresolved Item

Ultrasonic Test

Watts Bar Engineering Procedure
Watts Bar Nuclear (Plant)

Weld Deficiency Report

Weld Evaluation Report

Work Plan

Weld Quality Control



