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I. Persons- Contacted

A. Con Ed, 

Mr. A . Husband -ice President; -,Construction.  

.Mr..-J. Prestele,.Manager, Nuclear Power
.-. Generation .  

Mr. J., Makepeace',: Startup Manager, iP-2.  

Mr. A.. .Corcoran,.,Cons-truction Project -Superintendent 

Mr. A. :Kohler, Nuclear Engineer,' Construction 

Mr. E.: Dadson, Quality Assurance Supervis.or_...  

Mr. S., Cantone, Su-perinterident, -.Performance 

.Mr. -R Cosgrove,.Meehanic-al Engineer, :Startup.:...  

Hr. S.:.Austin,. Seniorm. Mechanical Engineer.  

,Mr.. H.. Kerns., Mechanical Engineer..,.....  

:Mr....G~i.,Waselinkoj Asst~..Division. Enigine er.  
Mr. E---Gerdsmeier.,.: El.trical Engineer,. Startup..  

Mr. S.-,.Nadipuran, Civil. Engineer 

Mr.. J. Conway,..Chairman, Nuclear Facili-ty-Safety Committee 

M.Ir. W. Bennett, Secretary, Nuclear Facility Safety .Committee 

Wedco . ..  

Mri.R,. Kelly,. -.Test. Program.Manager.  
Mr. L.. Wals.chmidt, Electrical Startup'.  

Mr.. H..Werle, Mechanical..Constiuc-tion.  

Mr. J..Gillette,.Quality-..Control. Field Supervisor 

Mr. R. Harper, Manager, Field.Engineering 

Gilbert Associates 

Mr. -R. Brems., Startup Engineer 

Mr. W. Sommers, " 

UE&C 

Mr. J. Slotterbach, StructuralDesign Engineer.  

Wiss, Janney, Elstner and Associates- 

Mr. C. Guedalhaufer, Structural Engineer 

USTI 

Mr.,D. Edley, Civil Engineer.
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SUMMARY 

Ninety percent of the Phase II preoperational test procedures have been 

approved by Con Ed and Wedco. The remaining ten percent is in the final 

review status. (Section II. A. 1.) 

A review of the licensee proposed loss of offsite power testing program re-...  

vealed:that the proposed testing can provide-results that are similar to an

at power test.. Additional diesel-generator load swing testing is under con

sideration. (Section II. A. l.a.) 

Preoperational test coverage has been expanded to include verification of flow_..  

from the high pressure safety injection system to the hot-pressurized reactor 

coolant system.... The present test program does not include verification of 

flow from the accumulators to the hot pressurized reactor coolant system0......  

CO:HQ and:<DRL evaluated the preoperational test coverage for this system and 

concluded. that_ the. test coverage does not provide the total desir.ed .test 

coverage; however, the testing is -eonsidered adequate. .Con Ed has agreed to -.  

provide thermal-analysis information for junctures of the'safety inspection 

piping-to the reactor coolant system... -(Section II. A. l.b.) 

Hot functional testing was initiated on January 18,-1971, discontinued on 

February 3i.1971 for. reactor coolant pump. repairs, resumed-.on. February- 18, 

1971j::, and completed on February 27, 1971.. (Section II. A. 3.a.) 

A review-of.-hot..functional test results versus previous concerns-relative to 

the adequacy%of the procedure coverage and absence of some acceptance values 

was performed... Twenty three test<procedures were reviewed.. The test results 

for threeiprocedures were not available ,and -four tests-were conducted without.  

apparent completion of all prerequisites. Documentation of acceptance criteria 

was found to be marginally acceptable. :(Section II. A. 3.b. and c.) 

Previous hot functional-problems associated. with the RHR heat exchangers., 

pressurizer relief valve controls., emergency diesels, and DC invertershave 

been corrected. .The unequal.RHR:flow:condition to the four reactor coolant 
loops.-is under review. (Section II. A. 3.e.) 

Comparison-of the proposed power ascension program to P1 6000/1 indicates 

differences relating-to turbine trip,.generator trip, loss of flow, shutdown 

from outside of the control room, and internals vibration measurement test-....  

coveragei..Con Ed has agreed~to provide written administrative coverage for the 

power ascension program. (Section II. B.)



-4 -

Compliance review of proposed-operating procedures revealed various defi

ciencies relating to the scope and depth of coverage. (Section II. C.) 

A review of the-pipe support installation programs indicates an active in-...  

volvement by Wedco and Con Ed. . Some. eight percent of the static hangers, for 

systems involved,were not-installed prior to initiation of the hot functional 

testing. (Section II. D.) 

The pre-service UT inspection results. for.thepressurizer were reviewed by DRS+ 

DRL, -:and.. CO:HQ.. .The.-previously: Identified
- pressurizer- base- plate. conditions..

are not. considered -inconsistent with the ASMECode. In-service inspection for 

the area. in-question has been expanded. (Section. II.- E.), 

One of the four vertical:support. legs: for the polar.crane -was damaged by. an..  

apparent-differenltial. pressure during the containment overpressure test.  

(Section II. F.) 

The containment. overpressure test-was-completed on
.March 6, 1971.. Preliminary 

data indicates.that.observed conditions were within the acceptance values.  

(Section II. G.) 

The containment leak rate tests were completed on.March 12, 1971. Calculation 

indicates that the leakage rate, atr the 47 psig design pressure, was well 

within the 0.1 percent/day acceptance-limit.- (Section II. H.) 

Offsite power was lost to IP-2 on February-24, 1971.asia result of a pot head 

failure. at Buchanan substation. ..Two..emergency diesels started automaticallyo 

The third..diesel failed t start due to a known starting circuit problem.  

(Section II. I. 1.) 

A review-of electrical-jumper and-termination controls revealed that the asso

ciated log of these items was initiated shortly after 
,the -start. ofthe hot -func

tiona1testing.. The delay in developing the -logbook raises questions relative 

to systems thatwere-checked out prior to the initiation of this log. (Section 

II. 1-. 2.) 

The shafts, impellers,. and seal:assemblies, for-
..the four- ..reactor. coolant pumps, 

were :replaced-....... Upon. restart,. two of the pumps.showed greater.-than desired 

vibrations and-evidence of some seal leakage on pump.21.. (Section II. J.) 

Orifices-have., been instaIledin_*the outlet boxesofthree circulating
. water 

pumps. to reduce flows-and-intake:velocities Subsequent -testing, revealed a 

higher than.-desired motor. current; however, a significant reduction -in fish 

collection..was, noted ...Additional testing of the circulating pumps is to be 

performed. (Section II. K.)
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The resolution of eight previously identified items is included, 

(Section II. N.) 

A listing of itemiis requiring resolution and followup is included in 

this report. (Section II. 0.) 

II. Results of Inspection 

A. Preoperational Testing 

1. Status of Procedure Preparation 

Ninety percent of the Phase .IIpreoperational. test procedures 

have been-approved foruse by Con Ed-and Wedco. The remaining 

10 percent of.,proposed procedures are-in the final review status, 

the testing is to be performed after completionof.the hot func,
.

tional program, and includes-testing to be performed after-core 

loading. CO previously presented nine additional items for test 

coverage consideration*. Con Ed indicated that evaluation of 

these items is in progress.  

As reported previously, the need for a loss of power test at a 

reactor power level and safety injection flow~verification to the 

hot pressurized reactor coolant' system required additional evalua-....  

tion** Subsequent actions and the present.status of these two 

items follows: 

a. Loss AC Power Test 

Con Ed previously indicated that the tesft proposed by Compliance 

would impose undue risk to major equipment and woul.d provide 

little additional infonmation beyond that .obtained from
- the 

presently planned loss, of AC power and safety. injection tests!* 

On-March. 1,. 1971,. Messrs. Nolan, Hildreth.and:.Madsen made 
a .  

special-review of the-licensee .proposed-loss-o-f.offsite power

test to determine the difference between the proposed
-test-and 

a test conducted with.the reactor at. some meaningful power level, 

Based on this review and discussions with Wedco -and.Con Ed engi

neers it appears that the proposed test can provide results that 

are similar to an at power test.  

The licensee's proposed test includes manually tripping the 

breakers which supply outside power. and.isimultaneously activat,

*CO Report No. 247/71-1,, paragraph II.. A. 2.  

**CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 2. and 3.
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ing the pressurizer low water level and low pressure signals 
which initiate the high head safety injection system. The 480

volt busses are automatically stripped of all. load and the emer-.  

gency diesels commence operation with the engineered safety 
features loading each diesel in the proper sequence.  

During a discussion concerning the proposed test, Wedco per

sonnel stated that the safety injection system loading of the 
diesels was the most severe loading sequence that they could 
think of.  

The inspectors stated that a desirable additional test would 

include the following: 

(1) Initiation of facility blackout 

(2) Automatic load shedding of the 480-volt busses 

(3) Automatic startup of the emergency diesels 

(4) Automatic loading of the diesels with the equipment that 

is normally picked up by the diesels under blackout con

* ditions.  

(5) Initiation of the safety injection signal.  

(6) Automatic load shedding of the 480-volt busses 

(7) Automatic loading of the diesels with the engineered 

safety features.  

Based on subsequent discussions, the licensee stated that they 

would review the details associated with this test.  

It is'apparent that the load swings and diesel governor opera

tion are very limited in either test. It should be noted that 

these tests are of limited duration, 30-40 minutes, and will not 

monitor the response of the diesel control systems to load 

changes over extended periods of time. However, the diesels have 

been operated for periods that varied from 4 to 7 hours in con

junction with other diesel testing programs.: 

0
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b. Safety Injection Flow Verification 

As a result of previous discussions*, the preoperational test 

coverage was expanded to include performance verification test

ing of the high pressire safety injection to the hot-pressurized 

reactor coolant system. -Con Ed continues to resist performane 

of an accumulator flow verification test to the hot reactor 

coolant system for the reasons previously reported*. CO:HQ and 

DRL evaluated the present preoperational test coverage and Con 

Ed's contentions and concluded that the test coverage does not 

provide the total desired coverage, however, the test coverage 

is considered adequate. Con Ed has agreed to provide thermal, 

analysis information for the junctures of the safety injection 

pipe and the reactor coolant system.  

2. Review of System Functional Test Procedures 

The following listed systems test procedures were reviewed by the 

inspector: 

Procedure No. Title 

4.7.1 Radiation Monitoring 

4.8.2 Reactor Safeguard (I&C) 

4.8.3 Reactor Protection: Operational.  

Time Responses 

4.9.2 Steam Dump 

4.13.3 Aux. FW Control 

4.26.1 Diesel Generators 

4.26.3 Loss of AC Power & SIS 

The procedures were found to be acceptable as initially presented 

with the exception of procedures 4.8.2 and 4.26.3. These pro

cedures were subsequently revised and are now-considered acceptable.  

3. Hot Functional Testing 

a. Status of Testing 

As previously reported, the hot functional testing was initiated 

on January 18, 1971 and was interrupted on January 28, 1971 by 

an electrical separation of IP-2 from the Buchanan substation** 

An attempt was made to continue hot functional testing, using 

two reactor coolant pumps. On February 3, 1971 hot functional 

testing was discontinued in preparation for reactor coolant 

pump repairs***. Hot functional testing was resumed on February 

18, 1971 and was completed on February 27, 1971.  

*CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 3.  

**CO Report No. 247/71-2, paragraph I!. A. 3.  

***Paragraph II. J. of this report.
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b. Hot Functional Test Program 

As previously reported*, the hot functional test procedure re

view by CO raised concerns relative to the adequacy of the pro

cedure coverage. The absence of some acceptance values in test 

procedures was also a point in question**.  

During the period of March 10-12, 1971, Mr. Nolan, CO:HQ reviewed 

the hot functional program results. A summation of his findings 

are as follows: 

(1) Hot Functional Test Description 

The hot functional test program is described in a document, 

Program Outline for the Hot Functional Test, which is best 

characterized as a coordinating procedure. The program 

listed the initial conditions that should be met during the 

test to demonstrate overall plant readiness for the hot 

functional test. The following exception to this list was 

noted: 

The emergency diesel generators were not capable of opera

tion during the first phase of the hot functional testing 

program. This was a Westinghouse/Wedco reviewed and ap

proved exemption. Failure to have the diesels in service 

resulted in damage to the main coolant pumps.  

Two of the three diesels were in service for the second 

phase of the hot functional testing program° 

(2) Hot Functional Test Program 

Twenty-three preoperational test procedures for specific 

systems, totally or partially incorporated in:the hot 

functional testing program, were selected for review.  

Test results were available for 20 of the 23 preoperational 

tests. The status of the missing tests is as follows: 

(a) SU 4.1.6 RCS heat loss test - deleted.  

(b) SU 4.1.11 Reactor vessel internals movement - test 

results were at Westinghouse Penn Center for evalua

tion and not available for our review.  

(c) SU 4.3.1 Component cooling system checkout, cold and 

hot - test results could not be located during the in

spection period.  

The preoperational test procedures that were reviewed 
during 

the inspection are as follows: 

*CO Report No. 247/70-12, paragraph II. B. 5.  

**CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 4.
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(a) SU 4.1.1 Pressure relief system 

(b) SU 4.1.2 Reactor coolant system (RCS) heatup 

(c) SU 4.1.3 Pressurizer pressure control system 

(d) SU 4.1.5 RCS leakage test 

(e) SU 4.1.7 RCS thermal expansion 

(f) SU 4.1.8 RCS cooldown 

(g) SU 4.1.9 Pressurizer spray flow verification and 

setting of continuous spray 

(h) SU 4.1.10 Pressurizer power operated relief valve 

tests 

(i) SU 4.1.12 RCS Vibration test 

(j) SU 4.2.1 Chemical volume control system (CVCS) 

functional test 

(k) SU 4.2.2 Solid system pressure control 

(1) SU 4.2.3 Pressurizer level control system 

(m) SU 4.2.5 Demineralized'bed conditioning 

(n) SU 4.3.2 Residual heat removal system.4(RHR) hydraulic 

checkout 

(o) SU 4.3.4 RHR performance test 

(p) SU 4.4.1 Sampling system functional test 

(q) SU 4.5.2 Safety injection system (SIS) valve leakage 

(r) SU 4.11.1 Incore thermocouple and resistance tem

perature detector cross calibration 

(s) SU 4.30.1 Steam generator blowdown, 

(t) SU 4.35 Hot penetration cooling system 

It should be noted that approximately 2/3 of the above 
test 

results had not been reviewed and accepted by Con Ed, hence, 

effort was not made to review the test results at this 
time.  

The purpose of this review was to ascertain that the test 

prerequisites had been satisfied prior to initiating 
the 

test, to determine the status of the hot functional test 

program and the status of acceptance criteria.

I
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W The results of the above review revealed that 4 of the 
20 preoperational tests were conducted without satisfying 

all prerequisites. A brief description of the exceptions 
are as follows: 

(a) SU ,.1.2 RCS heat up - the waste disposal system was 
not operational 

(b) 4.1112 RCS vibration test - the exception noted on 
this procedure was that retesting of the main coolant 
pumps must be performed following pump seal repair.  
This testing was conducted during the second phase of 
the-hot functional testing program.  

(c) SU 4.2.1 CVCS functional test. The checkout of six 
out;of 111 instrument and control functions and 20 out 
of 38 control valves was not completed prior to the 
hot functional test as required. However, the test 
verified that the indicated components did function in 
a proper manner.  

(d) SU 4.11.1 Incore TC and RTD cross calibration. The 
computer readout was not checked out prior to the hot 
functional test.  

The final status of the exceptions described in Items a and 
d will be reviewed during subsequent inspections.  

c. Acceptance Criteria 

During a review of the test procedures, the inspector n6ted that 
the acceptance criteria for these tests varied over a wide range.  
Acceptance criteria were provided in some of the original pro
cedures and additional acceptance criteria were incorporated in 
revised procedures in response to Compliance comments during a 
meeting with licensee management on January 15, 1971, CO Report 
No. 247/71-2. Test acceptance criteria were also documented in 
several Westinghouse reports. Based on this review, Mr. Nolan 
concluded that the documentation of acceptance criteria was 
marginally acceptable in light of the commitments discussed on 
page 13.1-1 of the FSAR.  

d. Vibration Monitoring 

As discussed in Item b. (2) above, the reactor vessel internals 
movement testi procedure was at Westinghouse Penn'Center for evaluation and not available for review during the inspection 

period.  

0
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During a general discussion concerning vibration monitoring, 
Con Ed personnel stated that they would not have any information 
regarding the acceptability of the vibration testing program un
til the Westinghouse review has been completed. Within this con
text they did not know if vibration testing over and above that 
described in the FSAR Volume V, Question 13, will be performed.  

Personnel did not know if additional reactor coolant system vibra
tion monitoring tests were planned to ascertain possible changes, 
in natural frequencies, mode shape or damping of components that 
may result after allthe pipe hangers and restraints have been 

installed.  

e. Major Problems'Encountered 

Discussion with Con Ed startup engineers indicated that correc
tive actions taken on previously identified problem* are as 
follows: 

(1) The RHR heat exchanger was repaired in the vendor shops by 
the removal of two leaking tubes. Additionally, it was 
determined that the heat exchanger had been incorrectly in
stalled and flow was in the wrong direction, thus, negating 
the purpose of the inlet baffle. Corrective action on this 
item was taken when the heat exchanger was reinstalled.  

(2) The lag time in the pressurizer relief valveappeared to be 
excessive. Corrective action was taken and subsequent test
ing indicated proper operation.  

(3) Operational difficulties with the emergency diesel generator 
governor controls, air start motors, and neutral ground 
harmonic conditions were reportedly.corrected**.  

(4) The DC inverters were tested with satisfactory resultso 

The previously reported problem relating to unequal RHR flows to the 

four** reactor coolant loops continues to be under review by engineer
ing***.  

Additional reported problems relateto reactor coolant'pump vibrations 
and leakage through the No. 3 seal. Work on these items is scheduled 
to be performed upon completion of the hot functional testing.  

*CO Report No. 247/71-2, paragraphII. A. 3.  
**Paragraph II. I. of this report 

***CO Report No. 247/71-2, paragraph II. B. 3. c.
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B. Power Ascension Program 

As previously reported, apparent difference exists between the proposed 

power ascension program and the CO PI 6000/1. The identified differ

ences were associated with loss of flow, generator trip, turbine trip, 

and loss of AC power testing. The loss of AC power question was sub

sequently resolved*. Wedco indicated that turbine trip testing would be 

performed at 35 and 100 percent power**, which will provide acceptable 

test coverage.  

A copy of the AEC Guide for the Planning of Initial Startup Programs, 

dated December 7, 1970 was presented to Con Ed. The inspector asked 

if an administrative procedure for the-power ascension program was to 

be prepared. Mr. Makepeace agreed to provide written administrative 

coverage which would fulfill the requirement of the AEC Guide and the 

previously related concerns of the inspector***.  

Additional evaluation of the proposed power ascension program revealed 

the following apparent differences from PI 6000/1: 

1. Shutdown from outside the control room (100%).  

2. Vibration Measurements of Reactor Internals (25%, 50%, 75%, 100%).  

The inspector informed Con Ed of these apparent deficiencies. Con Ed 

replied that these items would be given consideration.  

C. Operating Procedures 

Mr. Makepeace sent Mr. Hildreth a revised copy of Operating Procedure 0-1 

entitled, "Plant Startup from Cold Shutdown to Hot, Critical, Zero Power 

Condition" on February 26, 1971 and requested that Compliance provide 

step-by-step comments. This procedure was one of two procedures which 

Compliance-had previously agreed to review****.  

On March 1, 1971 Messrs. Makepeace and Cantone met with Mr. Hildreth in 

Washington to discuss Procedure'0-1. Mr. Hildreth provided informal 

comments on each step in the procedure. Mr. Hildreth cautioned Mr.  

Cantone by stating that his review did not include: 

1. Was the step necessary? 

2. Should additional steps be added? 

3. Were steps in proper sequence? 

Hence, the adequacy of individual steps was evaluatednot the adequacy 

of the procedure.  
*Paragraph II. A. 1. a. of this report 

**CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 5.  

***CO Report No. 247/71-1, paragraph II. B.  

V ****CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 8

I
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The inspector discussed three systems that could be used to develop 

detailed procedures. These are:. Each procedure could contain all' 
necessary information; it'could contain general instruction and refer-, 
ence a detailed system and/or'subsystem procedure for specific.details, 
or a mix of 1 and 2 above.  

Mr. Makepeace was informed that the steps in Procedure 0-1 did not-con
tain sufficient information to stand alone and that, in general, the pro
cedure did not reference detailed procedures for systems or subsystems.  

Typical examples of the inspector's comments are: 

1. Item 2.1 states, "Electrical supplies are available as per section 
3.7 of the Technical Specifications." 

The inspector's comments were: 

a. Items required by TS Section 3.7 must be listed in the pro
cedure.  

b. This procedure or another procedure must provide detail instruc

tion for determining operable. For example: TS Section 3.7.A.4 
states, "Both batteries and the DC distribution systems are oper

able." A detailed procedure must provide information concerning 
checks which the operator must make to determine that systems are 
operable.  

2. Item 4.20 states, "Evacuate containment." 

The inspector's comments were: 

a. How is this evacuation to be done? 

b. Who verifies that containment 'has been evacuated? 

c. How does the operator know that containment has been evacuated? 

3. Item 3.6 states, "If the count rate on either source range channel 
increases by a factor of two or more during any step involving a 
boron concentration change, the operation must'be stopped immediate

ly and suspended until a satisfactory evaluation of the situation 

has been-made." 

The inspector's comments were: 

a. Who will make the evaluation?

b. What constitutes a satisfactory evaluation?
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F Messrs. Makepeace and Cantone noted the inspector's comments but, in 

general, they did not agree that more details should be provided or 

referenced in the procedures. In addition, they were of the opinion 

that routine procedures are not required for systems or subsystems, 

which could involve nuclear safety. For example, the batteries and 

DC distribution systems.  

In response to questions, Mr. Makepeace stated that the licensee was 

not writing preventive or corrective maintenance procedures. Mr.  

Hildreth stated that the Technical Specifications Section 6.7l.e.

required detailed written procedures for preventive or corrective 

maintenance.  

Mr. Makepeace requested that Mr. Hildreth discuss this with him and 

Mr. Prestele on March 2, 1971.  

On March 2,.1971 Mr. Hildreth met with Messrs. Makepeace and Prestele 

in Washington. In response to questions, Mr. Prestele stated that de

tailed procedures would be provided for preventive or corrective main

tenance as required by the TS.  

Mr. Hildreth made an inspection of operating procedures at the site on 

March 10, 1971. He reviewed the index for alarm procedures and the 

procedures that were written for one alarm panel. The index and spec

ific procedures were determined to be adequate.  

Mr. Hildreth then requested the index of those procedures that are re

quired by Section 6.7.l.a. of the TS. This section states that detailed 

written procedures with appropriate check-off'lists and'instructions 

shall be provided for normal startup, operation and shutdown of the com

plete facility and all systems and components involving nuclear safety 

of the facility.  

The inspector noted that the index did not include the service water 

system. Mr. Cantone stated that no normal startup, operation or shut

down procedure was planned or required for the service water system., 

The inspector stated that Section 3.3.F. of the proposed TS listed the 

service water system as an engineered safety feature.  

The inspector asked if procedures were planned for the following: 

1. Engineer Safety Features, systems and components.  

2. Systems and components whose failure might cause or increase the 

severity of a loss-of-coolant accident or result in an*uncontrolled 

release of excessive amounts of radioactivity.  

3. System and components vital to safe shutdown and isolation of the 

reactor.  

0
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Mr. Cantone stated that detailed procedures would not be written for 

many systems and components discussed above. The inspector asked Mr.  
Makepeace if the TS required detailed procedures for the systems and 
components discussed, lie, Mr. Makepeace, stated that in his opinion 
the TS did not require them. He then requested that Mr. Hildreth dis

cuss this with Mr. Conway, Chairman of Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Committee (NFSC). He added that a tentative appointment had beenmade 

for March 11 in Mr. Conway's office.  

On March 11, 1971 Messrs. Madsen and Hildreth met with Mr. Conway0o Mr.  

Hildreth reviewed the significant steps in Compliance's review of oper

ating procedures. These steps were: 

1. Compliance reviewed the "Plant Operating./Procedures" in January.  
Based on this review, we concluded: 

a. Some procedures required by the. TechnicalSpecification were 
missing.  

b. The procedures did not contain sufficient'details.  

2. These findings were discussed with Messrs. Cahill and Prestele in 

mid-January. Based on this discussion, Compliance provided Con Ed.  
with informal comments on one procedure and a list of major types 

of missing procedures.  

3. At the site, on February 10, 1971, Mr. Hildreth determined that 
Con Ed would write detail procedures for the surveillance tests 

required by the Technical Specifications,'but.that Response to 

Alarms Procedures or Preventive and Corrective Maintenance Pro

cedures would not be written. These procedures are required by 

proposed Technical Specifications.  

4. The inspector discussed his finding with Mr. Prestele on February 
11, 1971, to determine if a request for a change, to the proposed 
Technical Specifications was under consideration by Con Ed. Mr.  

Prestele stated that a change to the Technical Specifications would 
not be requested and that the required procedures would be written.  

5.. The previous week (March 1, 1971) in Washington, Mr. Hildreth asked 

Mr. Makepeace about progress on the Preventive .or Corrective Main
tenance Procedures;* Mr. Makepeace did not think they would be 

written and asked if .Mr. Hildreth wouldtalk to Mr. Prestele about 

them.  

6. On March 2, 1971, Mr. Hildreth talked to Messrs. Prestele and 

Makepeace. They agreed that Preventive and Corrective Procedures 
were required by TS and stated that they would be written.
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7. On-March 10, 1971 at the site, Mr. Hildreth found that detailed 

procedures were not planned for: 

a. All engineered safety systems and components.  

b. All systems and components whose failure might cause or in-, 

-crease the severity of a loss-of-coolant accident or,.result j 

in an uncontrolled release of excessive amounts of radio

activity.  

c. All systems and components vital to safe shutdown and isola

tion of the reactor.  

Mr. Conway stopped Mro Hildreth at this point and asked if procedures 

of' the type discussed were required by the proposed TS.  

Mr. Hildreth explained that the proposed.Technical Specifications re

quired normal startup, operation, and shutdown procedures for the com

plete facility and all systems and components involving nuclear 

safety.of the facility. He added that the inspection effort on the 

preceding day had been directed toward understanding the licensee's 

position and that, as of today, he did not understand Con Ed's posi

tion.  

Mr. Conway stated that he was not prepared to .provide a position at 

S this time.  

Mr. Hildreth continued by stating that he was comparing written and 

proposed 'rocedures to the proposed TS requirements. Based on this 

review he asked: 

1. If the procedure envelope had been provided to site personnel? 

2. Has the "Ad-hoc" of NFSC developed the envelope which the Committee 

would use in reviewing operating procedures? 

3. What action will Con Ed take to assure themselves that required 

and adequate detailed-procedures will be available before licens

ing? 

Mr. Conway stated that he was prepared to answer the last question.  

First, the NFSC was scheduled to meet on March 15, 1971 to discuss 

early fuel loading and plant operating procedures. Secondly, a work

ing subcommittee would meet the next day to define the spectrum of 

procedures to be developed and, develop a priority for preparation 

of the required procedures. After about two weeks, there would be a.  

meeting at the Executive-Vice President. level to discuss progress.  

S
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Mr.' Prestele was'then called into the meeting. Mr. Conway reviewed 

with Mr. Prestele the action to be taken to upgrade procedures, In 

addition, he stressed that priorities must be established both to 

number and types of personnel, to write procedures. He added that the 

possibility of hiring outside consultants and writers and using other 

facilities procedures as "boiler plate" must be consideredo Mr. Conway 

discussed using.Ginna and Point Beach procedures for this purpose..  

After this meeting, Mr. Conway called in Mr. William P. Bennett, 

Secretary to the NFSC and Mr. Edward J. Jack, Lawyer and,'again, re

viewed-the course of action.  

Mr. Prestele called Mr. Hildreth on March 12, 1971; to give him an 

official invitation to attend the NFSC meeting on March 16, .1971. He 

asked if Mr. Hildreth would give the committee a quick rundown on status 

of Compliance review of operating procedures - the same one'he gave Mr.  

Conway.  

Messrs. Hildreth and Madsen attended the NFSC meeting and briefed them 

on.status of Compliance's review. No position was taken by Compliance 

or the licensee during this meeting.  

D. Pipe Supports 

As previously reported, CO has voiced concern relativeto-initiation of 

hot functional testing prior to the installation of 100 percent of the 

pipe supports*. Con Ed and Wedco have been actively engaged in: a line 

check program of pipe hanger installation since December, 1970-'' Some 

570 lines have been included in this program. The status of installa

tion was established and- numerous problems, such as interferences were 

identified. Some 75 lines-were deemed to be complete and acceptable.  

The information for these 75 lines were forwarded to Wedco, QC for a 

final check. Design review teams, composed of Bergen-Patterson, UE&C, 

and Westinghouse personnel, were established at.the IP-2 site for the 

purpose of reviewing identified problems and providing the necessary.  

redesign.  

Punch'lists of hangers and restraints remaining to be installed on a 

line basis are being developed, by Wedco, reviewed by Con Ed, and if 

approved, are turned over to the construction personnel for installa

tion.. The line check crew of Wedco monitors the installation of each 

support or restraint. If deficiencies are noted, the line check crew 

refers the condition to the construction personnel for corrective 
action. In cases where the line check crew determines that installa

tion of hangers and supports are completed on a line, a followup audit 

of the line is performed by Wedco, QC. On completion of the Wedco 

activities, Con Ed is making a final evaluation and acceptance 'of each 

line.  
*CO Report No. '247/71-3 Summary, Item 5 and 

CO Report No. 247/71-4, paragraph II. B. 7.
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FMovement of pipe sgstems was monitored during the hot functional 

test heatup at 100 F intervals. Con Ed indicated that ascension 

to the next temperature plateau was not permitted until checks of the 

line movements and assurance of pipe freedom was completed.  

On February 24, 1971, Mr. Madsen endeavored to determine the status of 

completion of pipe Isupport 'and restraint installation for poftions in

volved in hot functional testing. The inspector was informed that some 

140 lines were involved in the hot functional testing, and that a line by 

line evaluation of adequacy of support installed received Engineering 

approval by Wedco and Con Ed prior to the start of hot functional 
test

ing.  

The inspector inquired as to availability of documentation relating to 

pipe support and hanger installation. Wedco construction is-maintain

ing folders for each line. These folders include: 

1. A listing of each hanger to be installed.  

2. Sketches of each designed support or restraint to be installed.  

3. Status of installation and problems encountered.  

4.. Definition of remaining installation activities.  

Additionally, Wedco is maintaining a colored-bar chart which displays 
status of completion of supports and restraints for all lines. The 
color code indicates completion, in progress., or to be installed.  

The inspector, then voiced a desire to determine the status of completion 

of static hanger installation for the lines involved in the hot func

tional program and was informed that this information could be obtained 

from the individual line folders. At this point, the inspector selected 

20 lines for review to determine: 

1. Number of static hangers included.  

2. Number still requiring minor adjustments, but.supporting the pipe, 

3. Number not installed.  

The result of this review revealed the following for the 20 lines: 

1.- 348 static hanger included.  

2. 84 or 24% needing minor adjustments, but supporting the pipe.  

3. 29 or 8.3% not installed.  

S
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Additional review of the hangers not installed revealed that 22 of the 
29 are hangers which havebeen added to the initial design for the pur

pose of reducing spans between supports, therefore., only about two per

cent of the initially designed static hangers for the 20 lines'audited 
remain to be installed. The inspector asked if the data:for these 20 

lines could be considered as representative of the status of static 

hanger installation for all lines.included in the hot functional pro

gram. Both Con Ed and Wedco indicated essential agreement.  

The inspector then audited.the Wedco, QC activities. Wedco informed the 

inspector that 177 completed line folders had been received tO date.  

The inspector reviewed QC results documentation for ten lines and noted 

that a 100% audit of hangers had been performed and no rejectable con

ditions had been noted; however,-the lines contained a limited number of 
pipe supports.  

Mr. Nolan's (CO:HQ) review of-facility documents and discussions with, 

Consolidated Edison Company personnel provided the foll6wing informa

tion concerning the status of pipe hangers and restraints as of March 
12, 1971: 

1. Systems Associated with Hot Functional Testing Program 

Information associated with the static pipe hangers for the systems 

incorporated in the hot functional testing-program is as follows: 

a. A total of 3152 static pipe hangers are specified for the 133 

separate pipe lines that were associated with the hot functional 
testing program.  

b. 251 of the required static pipe hangers were not installed-as 

of March 12, 1971. This represents 8% of the total number re

quired (which is in basic agreement with the 20 line sample re
viewed previously).  

2. Entire.Facility 

The status of pipe hangers and restraints for all systems in the 

facility as of March 12, 1971 is as follows: 

Hanger Type Number Required Number Number Percent 
installed Not Not 
but Adjustment . Installed Installed 

Required 

Static 6170 983 1021 16.5 

Seismic 1324 208 768 58.0

217 28
45 20.7

Whips
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WA definition of the static hangers "installed but adjustment re

quired" is that the hanger is supporting pipe but minor adjustment 

may be necessary to compensate for hot/cold loading, addition of 

locknuts, drilling of drain holes in support brackets, etc. Simi

lar adjustments are associated with the seismic and whip restraints.  

E. Pressurizer 

As previously reported, preservice U.T. inspections of the pressurizer 

welds identified questionable conditions relating to base plate mate

rials*. Subsequently, additional UT of the area in question was per

formed and the results were discussed with CO**. Thereafter, Con Ed 

submitted a report to DRL on this subject***. Evaluations of this re

port by DRS, DRL and CO:HQ resulted in concurrence that the indications 

observed in the plate are not inconsistent with the acceptance stand

ards specified in ASME Section III; however, an expansion of the in

service inspection of the affected area was desired. Con Ed has 

agreed to a Technical Specification change which would require per

formance of additional UT examinations of the subject area following, 

preoperational testing and during the first and second refueling out

ages. Based on the information presented above, this subject is con

sidered to be resolved.  

F. Polar Crane 

As previously reported, one of the four vertical polar crane support 

legs was damaged by an apparent differential'pressure during the con

tainment overpressure test****. The support is a hollow box-type con-.  

struction and was thought to contain adequate leakage to permit pres

sure equalization. Present plans are as follows: 

1.- Make temporary repairs to permit removal of the equipment access 
hatch.  

2. Inspection-of the other three support legs for apparent damage, 

3. Replacement of the damaged support leg.  

4. Consider the need for drilling air pressure equalization holes.  

The estimated repair time is six weeks. The repair is a-critical path 

item for proceeding toward readiness for core loading.  
*CO Report No. 247/70-8, paragraph II. J.  

**CO Report No. 247/70-10,:paragraph II. E.  

***Report to Dr. P. Morris, dated November 9, 1970 

****Inquiry Memorandum No. 247/71-A 

0
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G. Containment Overpressure Test 

A review of drawings indicated that the measurement instrumentation 

for the containment overpressure test fulfilled the requirements of 

the FSAR*. Wiss, Janey, Elstner and Associates were contracted to 

obtain and evaluate the structural measurements data. Pressurization 

of the containment building was started at 7:00 p.m. on-March 4, 1971 

and the 54 psig overpressure was attained at 6:00 p.m. on March 6, 1971.  

Intermediate inspections were made at 14, 36 and 47 psig.  

The inspector verified that instrument readings were being taken and 

evaluated as required by test procedure No. 4.39.1. Data was taken at 

5 psig increments. The data was then fed into a computer and the re

sults were available for evaluation in about'twenty minutes. The in

spector also verified that visual inspections were performed as re

quired by test procedure No. 4.39.1. The test acceptance criteria 

versus observed condition at 54 psig includes the following: 

Item Acceptance Value Observed Value 

1. Increase In Containment Diameter Max. 1.76 inches 1.2 inches 

2. Equipment Hatch Distortion Max. 0.935 " 0M022 

3. Vertical Elongation Max. 0.85 " 0.12 " 

4. Maximum Crack Width 0.035 inches 0.016 " 

Preliminary data indicates that maximum observed stresses in the liner 

plate approached the yield strength value of 32,000 psi and the 
maximum 

observed bar stress was about,22,700 psi-versus a yield strength of 

60,000 psi.  

H. Cdntainment Vessel Leak Rate Test 

1. General 

The containment leak rate test was performed by the absolute method, 

under the direction of Wedco and with the weld channels vented to 

the containment. The test data was collected by Con Ed personnel, 

and the evaluation of the test data was contracted to Gilbert 

Associates. The available instrumentation was in conformance with 

the test procedure and data was recorded on an hourly basis through

out the test. The air cooler coils for penetrations CC and F were 

found to contain leaks and these air inlets and exits were capped 

off. In addition, the water cooling -coil on No. 23 recirculation fan.  

motor had a leak. A hose was used to bypass flow around the motor 

cooling coil. On completion of the overpressure test, the contain

*Figures 5.13-1 to 5.13-4.  

0
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ment pressure was reduced to 47 psig. Shortly thereafter an increase 

in pressure and air mass was noted. Pressure was reduced to 29 psig 

and entry to the containment was made. The entry revealed that the 

hose bypass on recirculation fan motor 23 had severed, the containment 

sump was full of water, and there was considerable water on the 46 

foot elevation and in the reactor cavity. The hose bypass was re

placed with a pipe bypass and the water on 46' and the sump was re

moved. The containment was repressurized to 47 psig at 5:30 aom., 

March 8, 1971. The pressure was held at this pressure until tem

peratures and dew points stabilized.  

2. Integrated Leak Rate Test (ILRT) at 47 Psig 

Collection of data for the ILRT at 47 psig was started at 2:00 a.m.  

on March 9, 1971 and was collected on an hourly basis until 1:00 aom.  

on March 10, 1971. Independent calculations were made by the inspec

tor of hourly data. The results of these calculations agreed with 

data and graphs prepared by Gilbert Associates (GA). Graphs which 
.display temperature, dew points and air mass were collected'by the 

inspector. GA computed leakage rate based on a regression analysis 

of all hourly tests data. The calculated leakage rate was 0.0021%/ 

day, which is within the 0.1%/day acceptance limitation.  

3. Controlled Leak Rate Test (CLRT) at 47 Psig 

A controlled leak of 25.50 lb/hr was imposed on the containment 

vessel. This controlled leakage, plus the measured containment in

tegrated leakage of 3.65 lb/hr provides an anticipated overall leak

age of 29.15 lb/hr. An evaluation of the 12 hour data by regression, 

analysis indicated an overall leakage of 27.3 lb/hr.  

4. -Integrated Leak Rate Test (ILRT) at 24.7 Psig 

The containment pressure-was reduced to 24.7 psig and ILRT data 

was collected for 24 hours. Spot calculations of data, by the in

spector, versus GA data, failed to reveal any discrepancies. The 

calculated leakage rate for this ILRT was -0.0021%/day.  

5. Controlled Leak Rate Test (CLRT) at 24.7 Psig 

A controlled leakage of 11.9 lb/hr was imposed on the containment, 

in addition to the measured negative leakage of 0.4 lb/hr for an 

anticipated total controlled leakage of 11.5 lb/hr.' An evaluation 

of the 12 hour data indicated an 'overall leak of about 12.1 lb/hr0
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6. Sensitive Leak Rate Test (SLRT) 

The SLRT of the weld channels was performed at 50 psig with the 

containment at atmospheric pressure. Wedco's preliminary evaluation 

of the results indicated a need for repeat testing.  

I. Electrical 

1. Electrical Disturbances 

As previously reported, an electrical separation of IP-2 from the 

Buchanan substation occurred on January 28, 1971*. The emergency 

diesel generators were not immediately available due to governor.  

overspeed problems, and damage to the reactor coolant pumps re

sulted. The diesel governor overspeed, air start motor on diesel 

23 and the harmonics on the neutral ground problems were corrected.  

Subsequent testing was performed to demonstrate that: 

a. The three diesel generators would automatically start and close 

in on the 480 V buses during and undervoltage condition

b. The component cooling and service water pumps automatically start 

after the diesels come on the line.  

Hot functional testing was restarted on February 18, 1971 and at 

5:45 a.m. on February 24, 1971, the 138 KV feeder from Buchanan 
was 

S lost as a result of a pot head failure at the Buchanan substation.  

Emergency diesels 21 and 22:started upon receipt of an undervoltage 

signal; however, diesel 23 failed'to start due to a sticking relay 

in the start circuit. Con Ed reported that the sticking relay prob

lem had been previously identified and 'new relays are on order. The 

component cooling and service water pumps functioned as desired° 

2. Control of Test Jumpers and Loose Wire Terminations 

During a review of the program for controlling electrical/in

strumentation jumpers and unidentified loose wire terminations, 

personnel stated that a jumper bypass log book was maintained 

*by the Wedco instrument test group. A review of 'information 

documented in the log book revealed that it was initiated on 

January 22, 1971 or shortly after the start of the' first hot 

functional testing. Wedco representatives stated that site 

construction personnel will identify all spare leads and 
loose 

terminations behind the control panels.  

Based on this information,-it' appears that the jumper log and 

spare lead and loose termination identification programs 
were 

not init'iated in a timely manner.,' The delay in developing 

these programs raises serious questions concerning the 
status 

and acceptability of systems and'components that were checked 

out and tested prior to January 22, 1971.  

*CO Report No. 247/71-2,.paragraph II. D.
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J. Reactor Coolant Pumps 

As previously reported, damage to the reactor coolant pump seal 

assemblies was suspected as a result of an electrical separation 

from the Buchanan substation on January 28, 1971*. Subsequent inspec

tions reveal a need for replacement of the four reactor coolant pump 

shaft, impeller and seal assemblies. Upon restarting, two of the pumps 

showed greater than desired vibrations. The shaft vibrations were 

measured at 15-20 mils and the motor casing vibration was measured at 

2.8 - 3.0 mils. The inspector inquired as to what is considered an 

acceptable vibration limit. Mr. Kerns replied that initially Westinghouse 

had a suggested motor casing vibration limit of.3.0 mils. At a later 

date, Westinghouse established a vibration acceptance value of 5 mils for 

the motor casing and 20 mils for the pump shaft. Additionally, Mr. Kerns 

indicated that Westinghouse has stated that pumps at another plant had 

been operated with shaft vibrations of 38 mils with no particular diffi

culty. The inspector was informed, that following completion of the hot 

functional program, additional reactor coolant pump.work is to be per

formed for the purpose of reductions in-vibrations and, also, correction 

of seal leak from pump number 21.  

Upon inquiry, the inspector was informed that no measurable change in the 

reactor coolant pump vibrations was noted as a result of the February 24, 

1971 loss of power from Buchanan substation**.  

K. Circulating Water Pumps 

As previously reported, excessive fish collection was encountered 
during 

full flow operation of the circulating water pumps***.Orifices were 
in

stalled in the outlet boxes of three pumps to reduce flow from .140,000 

gpm to about .105,000 gpm per unit. Subsequent testing of pumps revealed 

the following: 

Approximate Values 

w/o orifice with orifice 

1. Intake flow 140,000 gpm / 105,000 gpm 

2. Intake Velocity 0.9. foot/sec 0.6 foot/sec 

3. Motor Current 

a. Condenser weir lowered 83 amps, 92'amps 

b. Condenser weir raised 87 amps 97 amps 

*CO Report No. 247/71-2, paragraph. II. E.' 

**Paragraph II. I. of this report 

***CO. Report No. 247/71-1, paragraph II. G.
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This testing established that the intended reductions in flow and in

take Velocities were attained; however, the increased motor current 

was greater than initially recommended by Westinghouse. Westinghouse 

re-evaluated the condition and recommended a maximum motor current of 

102 amps, and the overcurrent relays were set at this valve.  

Subsequently, rate of fish collection was monitored at the intake screens 

with three circulating water pumps in operation and the outlet box ori

fices installed. 'The pumps were operated for 24 hours in this condition 

and the rate of fish collection decreased significantly from the previous 
full flow experience*.  

Additional testing of the pumps to determine the effects on fish is 

to-be performed. The New York State Conservation personnel are witness

ing the progress of this circulating water pump testing.  

L. Aircraft Overflights at Reactors 

In response to J. P. O'Reilly's memorandum, the subject of aircraft 

overflights at the Indian Point site was discussed**. Con Ed indicated 

that aircraft passage over the site is infrequent and to the best of their 

knowledge has been limited to light craft only.  

M. PI 2000/2 

Planning relating to civil disturbance was discussed with Mr. Makepeace 

in accordance with PI 2000/2. Con Ed was requested to inform the CO:I 

office of any threatened disturbance which might involve the reactor, 

Mr. Makepeace stated that their policy is to promptly inform CO of any 
such actions.  

N. Resolution of Previously Identified Items (CO Reference in Parenthesis) 

1. Pressurizer Base Plate Question (247/70-8, Section II. J.) 

The resolution for this item is contained in Section II. E. of this 

report.  

2. Pressurizer Surge Nozzle not UT (247/70-1, Appendix A) 

The FSAR specifies UT and.PT of the pressurizer nozzles***. The UT 

records for the pressurizer surge nozzle were not available. Sub

sequent followup reveals that the pressurizer lower head and surge 

nozzle were cast as an integral component and received RT and MT as 

required for the lower head casting*** In that the surge nozzle 

is an integral part of the lower head casting, Con-Ed considers that 

this item is in compliance with the FSAR***. On this basis, the 

item is considered resolved.  
*CO Report No. 247/71-1, paragraph II. G. 1 

**Memorandum entitled, "Aircraft Overflight at Reactor Facilities", 

dated-January 1, 1971.  
***FSAR TAble 4.5-1
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3. Possibility of Defeating a Manual Trip with the Reset Button 

(DRL Request) 

Con Ed verified by test that if the reset and scram buttons are 

depressed simultaneously, or if the reset button is in the de

pressed condition at the time of manual trip, that a scram of the 

reactor will take place. On this basis, this item is considered 

to be resolved.  

4. Remote Control Instrumentation Outside the Control Room (FSAR, 

Volume V) 

Inspection of installed controls, and instrumentation for remote 

shutdown.from outside-the control indicated conformance to the FSAR 

requirements of Volume V, pages7.7-8 through 7.7-11. This item is 

considered resolved.  

5. RHR Heat Exchanger Tube- Leakage (247/71-2, Section II. A. 3.) 

The RHR heat exchanger was repaired as indicated in Section II.  

A. 3. e. of this report.  

6. Pressurizer Relief Valve Control Times (247/71-2, Section II. A. 3.) 

This pressurizer relief valve control problem was corrected as-in-.  

dicated in Section II. A.. 3. e. of this report.  

7. Emergency Diesel Generator Problems (247/71-2, Section II. A. 3.) 

The emergency diesel generator problems were corrected as reported 

in Section II. I. of this report.  

8. Reactor Coolant Pump Seals (247/71-2,.Section II. E.) 

The reactor coolant pump seals were replaced as reported in 

Section II. J. of this report.  

0. Items Requiring Followup 

Resolution is required for the following items (CO Report reference in 

parenthesis): 

1. SIS Valves-CF8 vs. CF8M (247/69-11, Section II. B. 3.) 

2. Fuel Storage Building completion of pre-ops (247/69-9, Section 

II. G.) 

3. Lateness of' Preoperational Procedure Preparation (247/70-2, Section 

II. B.)



-27

4. Electrical Barriers Installed (247/70-5, Section II. B.) 

5. Cable Tray Loading Audit (247/70-5, Section II. B.) 

6.'. Pipe Support Installation and Clearance Review (247/70-6, Section 

II. C.) 

7. In-Depth'Quality Control Followup. Items (247/70-1, Appendix A): 

a. 480 switchgear - airlines and' air compressor 

b. Single electrical penetration 

8. DRL Report to ACRS, dated July 2, 1970: 

a. Tunnel fire protection installed 

b. Installation of Strong motion seismograph 

c. Demonstration of hydrogen recombiner throttle back - pre

operational test 

d. Alarm arrangement on protection channels 

9. Trip breaker annunciation and bypass interlocks (DRL Request) 

10. Installation of modern fuel failure detection 'instrumentation 

(FSAR, Volume V) 

11. DRL Report-to ACRS, dated September 4, 1970 

a. Seismic reinforcementof buildings 

b. Additional turbine overspeed'protection 

c. X-y stability test - power-ascension 

d. Iodine filters installed - recirculation fans - preceded by 

HEPA filters 

12. Need for Additional Preoperational Tests (247/71-1, Section II. G.)' 

.13. Modification of Hot Functional Program (247/71-1, Section Il. D.) 

14.. Circulating Water Intake - Fish"Concerns (247/71-1, Section II. G.) 

15.' RHR Unequal Flows to Four Loops (247/71-2, Section II. 'A. 3.) 

16. Operating Procedure Deficiencies (247/71-2, Section II. C.)
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17. Welder Qualification for 14 Main Steam Welds (247/71-2, Section 

II. H.) 

18. Repair Polar Crane (247/71-6, Section I. F.) 

III. Management Interviews 

Management interviews were conducted with.Messrs. Corcoran, Dadson, and 

Kohler on February 24 and March 12 and 15, 1971. Items discussed included the 

following: 

A. Preoperational Test Procedures 

The status of preoperational test procedures was discussed. The need 

for completion of procedures was stressed. The apparent need for 

additional test coverage was presented by the inspector. Mr. Kohler 

indicated an understanding of the inspector's concerns and assured 

the inspector that the items are receiving active consideration.  

B. Loss AC Power Test.  

The inspector indicated that the overall review of the licensee 

proposed loss of power testing program revealed that the tests can 

provide results that are similar to an at power test. The inspector 

indicated that the previous question, relating to the need for a loss 

of AC power at a reactor power level, is considered resolved. The 

need for additional diesel generator loadswing testing was discussed.  

Mr. Corcoran indicated that this item would be considered.  

C. Safety Injection Flow Verification 

The inspector stated that the Compliance review of the expanded high 

pressure safety injection test and the overall test program for the 

accumulators still does not providethe total test coverage desired; 

however, the test programs are considered adequate. The need for 

thermal analysis data for the junctures between the safety injection 

piping and the reactor coolant system was discussed. Mr. Kohler 

agreed that Con Ed had committed themselves to making this data avail

able..  

D. Hot Functional Testing 

The inspector pointed out that Compliance considers the hot functional 

program to be deficient in part and some retesting may be required, 

The inspector indicated that this view is based on the need for addi

tional pipe vibration and expansion measurements following completion 

of the installation of pipe hangers and restraints, unavailability of 

certain test results, and the performance of some testing without 

apparent completion of all prerequisites. Mr. Corcoran indicated 

'that a firm position relating to additional pipe-movements and vibra-
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tion measurement has not been formalized; but additional activities 
are planned for the next heatup. Mr. Kohler indicated'that the 

availability of test results and prerequisites question should not 

be difficult problems to resolve. The inspector indicated that the 

review of hot functional documentation of acceptance criteria was found 

to be marginally acceptable and would receive additional attention 

during future reviews of test results. The inspector indicated a 

need for a position relating to acceptability of the RHR unequal flow 

condition. Mr. Corcoran indicated that this item is presently being 

reviewed by engineering.  

E. Power Ascension Program, 

The inspector indicated observed differences between the proposed 

power ascension program and PI 6000/1. The context of the AEC Guide 

for Planning of Initial Startup Programs was discussed. Mr. Kohler 

indicated that Con Ed is making comparisons between their proposed 

program and the context of the guide.  

F. Operating Procedures 

The inspector pointed out that Compliance's review of proposed operat

ing procedures has revealed deficiencies relating to the scope and 

depth of procedural coverage. The inspector emphasized that a large 

gap still exists between the coverage presented to date and the stated 
'commitments of the Technical Specifications.  

G. Pipe Support Installation 

The results of the pipe support installation review was discussed.  

The inspector indicated a continuing concern rellting.to the absence 

of designed pipe supports during the hot functional testing. Mr.  
.Corcoran indicated that he shared these concerns; however, the present 

and planned. engineering involvement should provide the necessary 

assurances.  

H. Polar Crane 

The damaged..polar crane leg problem was reviewed. Mr. Corcoran agreed 
to keep the inspector informed relative to repair progress and pro

posed actions.  

I. Containment Overpressure and. Leak Rate Tests 

Theinspectorindicated a generally acceptable finding relating to 

the test performance and results; however, the final evaluation of 

test results will be reviewed prior to signoff on this item.
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J. Electrical Jumper and-Termination Control 

The results of the electrical jumper, and termination controls'review 

were discussed. The inspector stressed a need for verification that 

systems tested prior to January 22, 1971 will indeed function'properlyo0 
Mr. Kohler stated that this item would be evaluated.,,.  

K. Circulating Water Pumps 

The testing activities relating to the circulating water pumps was 

discussed. Mr,. Corcoran stated that the results to date are not con

clusive..


