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PRESSURIZER BASE PLATE QUALITY - INDIAN POINT UNIT 2, DOCKET NO. 50-247 

In accordance with your request of December 15, 1970, the material sub

mitted by the subject applicant and the report from CO concerning "Pres

surizer Base Quality"h~ve been reviewed and evaluated for ASME Code 

compliance and acceptability with respect to quality required for the 

expected service conditions and design loading requirements. A summary 

of the evaluation and conclusion is enclosed.  
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PRESSURIZER BASE PLATE QUALITY 

INDIAN POINT UNIT 2, DOCKET NO. 50-247 

We have reviewed the information submitted by the applicant, including 

Westinghouse reports (September 3, 1970) on the ultrasonic testing of 

local plate quality in the pressurizer for the Indian Point Unit No. 2.  

It is noted that the initial ultrasonic inspection was performed in 

accordance with Code Case 1338-2, except that a 100% volumetric scanning was 

used, and that this examination was conducted prior to the material experi

e ncing any fabrication and testing strains. As a result of a preservice 

inspection, an extension of indications was observed when the as-fabricated 

vessel was subjected to the UT mapping.  

These UT examinations utilized longitudinal and angle beam techniques in 

order to determine (a) if the defects were laminar in nature, (b) if the 

groups of inclusions were joined by de-cohesion, or (c) if the groups of 

inclusions at different planes or depths were joined by transverse shear 

fracture planes., The latter condition, although not presently evidenced in 

the plate material, could be of concern since it would effectively reduce 

the material cross section which is available to accommodate hoop stress in 

that region. However, the stress conditions at this area in the vessel 

are not conducive to the growth of transverse shear fracture planes.  

The reports do not indicate what potential exists, if any, with respect to 

the influence of pressurizer operating transients upon thermal cycling
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occurring in the proximity of the defect location. However, the influence 

from these operating transients is only nominal in magnitude, because the 

rate of temperature changes is limited by the water-steam interphase 

transient. Under such conditions it is unlikely that the operating tran

sients could accelerate additional de-cohesion and/or defect growth, 

because the defect location is free of geometrical discontinuities.  

We concur that the defects are most likely small laminar inclusions of 

manganese sulphides.  

We also concur that the indications observed in the plate are not incon

sistent with the acceptance standards specified in the Section III Code.  

Our concurrence is based in part on the reported results of independent 

evaluations performed by participating observers, Southwest Research and 

U.S. Testing Company, who have stated that the reflectors observed with 

longitudinal UT scanning did not change to a transverse direction when 

scanned with angle-beam technique. However, it should be noted that the 

use of angle-beam technique under these conditions is, at best, difficult 

to interpret.  

Re commendation 

Based on our review of the submitted information and taking into account 

the above mentioned uncertainties, we recommend that the applicant-augment 

the inservice inspection program to include a UT examination of the pres

surizer plate at the affected area after the preopprational test )program
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for the reactor coolant system has been completed, and also a UT examina

tion during the 1st and 2nd refueling outages. Should these examinations 

indicate no change in the defect pattern, the applicant may subsequently 

follow the inservice inspection requirements of the ASNE Section XI Code, 

provided this defect area is included as part of the Category B examination 

requir ements (Table IS-251).
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J. P. O'Reilly, Chief 
Reactor Inspection & Enforcement Branch, CO 

REVIEW OF INDIAN POINT - 2 OPERATING PROCEDURES 

As discussed with you on November 30, 1970, Sam Bryan will perform a 
PI 2000/1 review of the Indian Point 2 procedures to provide inspection 
assistance (not technical assistance) to Region I. This is done, 
however, fully realizing that the Standards and Procedures Branch has 
been hard pressed in recent-months and has not been able to come close 
to performing its own functions.  

During this discussion, you expressed concern over the quality of 
PI 2000/1, procedure reviews that have been accomplished in the past.  
It was my stated position at that time, as it has been on many 
occasions for the past 3A years at Headquarters and for several years 
before that, that Compliance will never be able to review procedures 
in detail, since this requires a large expenditure of manpower and 
a detailed working knowledge of the specific plant in question. My 
estimate is that a good procedure review, which would give a high 
degree of assurance that the procedures are satisfactory, would require 
many man-months of very knowledgeable inspection effort.  

Also during this conversation, we discussed using DRL personnel to 
pick up some of the manpower requirements for-the IP-2 procedure 
review. This, of course, would be helpful, but the total effort 
applied to the review of procedures would still be minimal, would 
still not come close to getting the kind of job done that you seem 
to desire, and would further dilute the review responsibility within 
Regulatory.  

I made several points to you at this time; but, based on my feelings 
after our conversation and on recent discussions with Sam, I feel that 
these points should be reaffirmed. They are: 

1. Sam's review will be based on PI 2000/1 requirements and nothing 
more.  

2. He will not expend any more manpower on the IP-2 review than he 
did on his previous reviews..  
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3. The quality of the review must not be advertised as being higher 
than normal.  

4. There is no guarantee that a Dresden-type occurrence, or some other 
type of occurrence which uncovers procedure deficiencies, will not 
occur at IP-2. This statement would still be true if we put in 
10 or 20 times the amount of manpower on procedure review (based 
on SRP experience), but the degree of confidence would be somewhat 
higher that such an occurrence would not happen..  

5. For reasons which I have discussed with you, Sam would prefer not 
visiting the IP-2 site. It would seem that Region I could adequately 
handle this part of the inspection.  

M. L. Ernst, Chief 
Standards & Procedures Branch, CO 

cc: L. D. Low 
A. Giambusso 
L. I. Cobb 
R. H. Engelken 
L. Kornblith


