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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION I 

631 PARK AVENUE 

KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406 JN4 17 

K. V. Seyfrit, Chief, Reactor Technical Assistance Branch 

Office of Inspection adEfrcement, HQ 

Thru: E. J. Brunner, 1Tief,'Reactor Operations and Nuclear 

Support Branc 

INDIAN POINT 2 INSERVICE INSPECTION (TRACK F14341H1) 

This ~memo-is forwarded .to headquarters for action.  

The Technical Specifications (TS 4.2.A) for 1P2 states that "the in

ternal surfaces and internal components of the reactor vessel will be 

inspected in accordance with Section XI of the (ASME) Code." Section XI 

in turn requires that at the first refueling those areas subject to 

visual examination are those made accessible by the removal of compo

j nents during normal refueling outages. These statements appear to imply 

that the word "accessible" refers to physical restrictions that prevent 

examinations. Also, the words 'internal components' appear to include 

more than the-upper internals.  

Consolidated Edison Company has had difficulty during the present re

fueling shutdown in controlling water clarity due to a large amount of 

some components visually inaccessible that were physically accessible.rd.fe.natmttocaiytewtrhemrywtrsilmd 

The licensee concluded that, since the words "internal components" in 

the TS and Section XI only referred to the upper internals, inspection 

of other components inside the vessel made physically accessible by 

component movement were not required.. Therefore, planned inspections 

that were considered to be in addition to TS and Code requirements were 

not performed due to visual-inaccessibility of those components.  

Based on the licensee's original statement that certain inspections were Inot performed because the-components were visually inaccessible, Region 
I informed the licensee on June 1 that the water clarity problem did not 

constitute inaccessibility and that he should either perform the inspec

tions or get relief from NRR. Region I also informed the NER Project 

Manager on June 1 of the position given to the licensee.  
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The NRR Project Manager (PM) telephoned Region .1 on June 3 and informed 
us that he had contacted the licensee about the potential problem. The 
PM (P. Erickson) also told us that he had discussed the issue with NR 
technical people (R. Maccary) and they concluded, based on a reasonable 
cleanup effort conducted by the licensee, that the licensee was justified 
in not performing the examinations in'that the components were visually 

4 inaccessible. The PM further stated that the examinations in question 
were relatively insignificant.  

During a telephone conversation on June 4, the licensee informed Regio 
I.-that -the~inspection of-components-made physicall1y accessible due to 
normal component refueling movement were not performed due to visual .3 inaccessibility and, more importantly, that these inspections were not 
required by the TS and Code in the first place. This is because the 

licensee understands the words "internal components" to mean upper 
internals. Region I informed the licensee that the words "internal 
components' were not restricted to upper internals and includes such 
items as baffle plates and seams, internal support ledge, alignment pins 
and keyways, and core barrel circumferential welds..

Region I recommends that the licensee be officially notified by NRR of 

any relief of the inservice inspections, as specified to be necessary by 
Region I, due to the licensee's interpretation of the TS and Code 

:references to accessibility and internal components.  

A. B. Davis, Section Chief 
Reactor Projects Section No. 1 
Reactor Operations and Nuclear 
Support Branch


