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Inspection Summary B

" Inspection on March'7 and 11-14, 1985 (Report No. 50-263/85010)

_Areas Inspected: - Unannounced, special inspection .of several allegations

‘wrelatedvto welding during the.replacement of the Recirculation and RHR.sysiem

piping; licensee actions related to a 10 CFR - Part 21 item. This inspection o

‘1nvo]ved a total of 39 hours by one NRC inspector, including 4 hours inter-
~viewing the alleger -and 16 hours during offshifts.
Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

__Northern States Power Company (NSP)

*Wl'Shamla P]ant Manager
*G. Gunther Construct1on Super1ntendent
*K. Trosen, Materials and Spec1a1 Processes Eng1neer

P. Johnson, Project Manager -

D. Nev1nsk1, Superintendent, Eng1neer1ng and Rad Protect1on‘
F. Tierney, General’ Manager

R. Nelson, Level III,

Bechtel Power Company

J.. Bradburn, Assistant Project Engineer

Hartford Steam Béi]er'Enéineering and Insurance Company

' M.'Rudgk, Author1zed Nuclear Inservice Inspector (ANII)

The inspector also contacted and .interviewed other licensee éndl

contractor employees.

*Dénotés»thé Tﬁdividua]s_present at the exit interview.

Licénéee-Action'bn 10 CFR 21 Item

(C]oséd)'iO CFR 21 Report -(SSH-M-84/01): The inspector reviewed the
final report dated February 8, 1985,  and documentation related to the

item..

As a result of the defects discovered in the 18" pipe, the decision was
made to perform ultrasonic examinations (UT) of the total quantity of 18"
and 16" pipe received using a straight beam c1rcumferent1a] scanh and axial
angle beam scans in two directions.

Corrective -action report {(CAR) M-27 was issued -to Bechtel on July 5, 1984,
requesting Bechtel ‘to identify the. cause .of the defects, address the
possibility of occurrence in other pipe materials or sizes and identify
actions to be taken to prevent future delivery of defective pipe.

Bechte1:SpeCification-10040-P-201(Q) was revised to require 5 scan uT for

seamless and welded without filler metal tubu]ar products. This revision

will assure that future orders will require the proper exam1nat1on to
detect the reported defects

Determination of cause and the. possibility of occurrence in other
materials was not undertaken by Bechtel.



Samp]e p1eces of the.- defect1ve pipe were. sent to U.s. Stee] for analysis
and determination of cause:and- correct1ve .action. The report from U.S.
Steel indicates that the cause- ‘was furnace slag carried over to the ladle
and subsequently. entrapped in .the ingot causing cracks to form during the
piercing or rolling process. .U.S. Steel also reported that it has imple-
mented new clean stee] Tadle. meta]]urgy processing to improve steel
quality. :

The NRC has issued IE Information-Notice No. 84-63 to inform other
licensees of this defect. ~

‘A1]egatfons«

The NRC received a letter to the Chairman.of the NRC from an alleger
dated February 18, 1985, with allegations related to pipe repairs at
the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant. The -alleger provided a letter
addressed to him from Northern States Power (NSP) dated October 12,
1984, acknowledging that-NSP. had investigated the allegations he had
brought to.its attention and that.NSP had determined the replacement
piping installation was in accordance with the ASME Code .and NSP
procedures.

The NRC inspector interviewed the alleger in Fergus Falls, Minnesota,
“March 7, 1985, to obtain clarification of the allegations that he had
written and to determine if there were additional allegations. Most of
the allegations were a result of conversations that were overheard by
thée alleger or from conversations between the alleger and other
individuals.

The alleger stated that he was not involved in welding at the site and
that he did not know the procedures used for the replacement of the Re-
c1rcu1at19n and RHR System piping.

The NRC 1nspector reviewed NSP internal.correspondence (Enclosure 1)
in which NSP reviewed the three allegations which NSP received on
September 1, 1984. The NRC inspector reviewed the NSP inguiry into
the three allegations and found NSP's findings and conc]us1ons to be
acceptable. The. allegations were:

‘Thermal sleeve piping was cut one inch too short.

Argon gas used for weld sh1e1d1ng -was contam1nated by pass1ng
“through copper tubing.

‘Certain welds contain lack of fus1on or are partially fused and
will separate 1ater

The following paragraphs address -each of .the allegations received by
the NRC, including additional information obtained during the interview
with the alleger, and the findings of .the.NRC review relative to each
allegation.



 Allegation

" There is a strong.possibility that..all ten thermal sleeves were
cut 1" short. A General Electric .(GE) engineer was fired or quit
the same day he was questionéd about this. The NSP crew installed
ten jet pumps and had to force fit four jet pumps because of the
1" cut short of the thermal sleeves. _

Information from Interview

The alleger stated that he had heard that the 12" riser pipes
~are cocked, therefore, the thermal sleeves had to be cut 1"
short. = \

A Specifica]1y named GE engineeirwas-fired or quit the same day
he was questioned about this ‘item.

The alleger. also heard that a shift supervisor and maintenance
people observed the force fit-up. The alleger did not know the
identity of the shift supervisor or maintenance workers.

NRC -Findings -

The.NSP Construction Superintendent-and the Materials and Special
Processes -Engineer were interviewed. They provided a detailed
explanation of the. removal/reinstallation of the inlet safe ends
and thermal sleeves.

The existing safe end was removed. by cutting off the safe end
on the safe end side of the nozzle-to-safe end weld. Prior to
any cutting, reference marks were.established to relocate the
internal riser pipe.

The thermal sleeve was severed by using an inside diameter (ID)
cutting tool. After cutting, several of the riser pipes moved
in toward the reactor center line %" to 1%". At the time these
cuts were made, dummy jet pumps were in place.

When NSP tried to relocate the risers back to the before cut
position, NSP found it impossible to locate the risers both
radially and axially (this was with the dummy jet pumps installed).

"~ A decision was made to plug the nozzles, pull the dummy jet pumps,
relocate the risers to zero position (befere cutting), and fit the
jet pumps. .

A11 the jet pumbs were installed, riser position determined, jet
pumps removed, -and vessel drained-again. NSP then resumed rein-
stallation as planned.



_Any m1sa]1gnment wou]d show up during installation of equipment

when assemb11ng the reactor internals. .The NRC inspector reviewed
radiographs, travelers, welders qualifications, joint process control
sheets, ‘and other. documentat1on including -procedures relating to the
- 'thermal -sleeves and.the jet pumps installation. The NRC inspector
‘determined. that the thermal sleeves were cut accurately and not cut
too short. The alignment of the four jet pumps indicated that they
were not force fit. :

The thermal s]eeves in question are on the inside of a tuning fork
type safe end. They are 12" inside diameter pipes which are welded
to the reactor vessel nozzles. -These pipes are located in the dry-
well which is inaccessible when the plant is in operation. These
inner thermal sleeves are connected to jet pump risers which are
located in the annulus region . of the reactor vessel. The NRC
-inspector did not inspect the pipes because the reactor vessel is
inaccessible when the plant is in operation.

A1l GE personnel who were responsible for the welding aré gone

from the site.. The Construction Superintendent informed the NRC
inspector that the named GE engineer went to work for a consulting
firm. The engineer's leaving had nothing to de with this allegation.
This‘a11egation could not be substantiated and is considered closed.
Allegation

Five risers were cut short %" to 7/8" and pulled together.

Information from Interview

The alleger stated that he overheard the above statement. He
stated that there may be two risers cut short in one group of
five and three risers cut short in.another group of five risers.
- The alleger could not identify the systems involved. '

NRC Fihdings

Five risers are installed on the A and B loops for a total of

10 risers in the Recirculation System. The NRC inspector reviewed
documentation for the 10 risers, including procedures and welders
qualifications, and interviewed the NSP Construction Superintendent
and the Materials and Special Processes Engineer. The inspector
concluded that the risers were not.cut.too short. Al11 the risers
met fit-up requirements as specified by Bechtel and GE.

The 12" diameter risers were installed by cutting them approxi-
mately 3/16" too long. The bottom.welds were welded out until
the shrinkage brought the top of the riser down the 3/16" into .
-place. At this time, the top welds were tacked and welded.- This
method was used to minimize welding stress in the piping system.



 The ‘NRC inspector .did not inspect. the'r1sers because the risers
"are ‘located .inside the drywell .and the drywe]] is 1naccess1b]e
wh11e the p]ant is in operat1on .

Th1s al]egat1on could not be substant1ated and is considered
closed. : :

'A]]egatfon
Soft copper tubing was uséd'fbr-argbn Tines.

Information from Interview

‘The alleger stated that he observed that .all the welds were purgedA
with argon using soft copper tubing .and thought maybe it may not
be acceptable.

NRC Findings

. The NRC inspector interviewed NSP welding engineers. Argen gas is
processed and transported through -copper tubing as a normal pro-
cedure during manufacture and delivery. Since this gas is inert,
it would not react. chemically with copper. The Construction
Superintendent informed the NRC .inspecter that the copper tubing
was not touching the stainless steel pipe while it was being used
onsite; therefore, there was no metallurgical contact by the copper.

The copper tubing was used as a supply header only, Tygon tub]ng '
‘was used from the shut off valves to the weld areas.

This allegation was substantiated. However, the use of copper
tubing to deliver -argon gas to the weld . area is a common industry
practice. This item is considered closed.

Allegation

The we1d1ng was welded too cold (low-amps and voltage) causing
surface fusion. . When the root pass was in.and gamma ray acceptable,
the extra weld metal was added to fill the joint one-half out. That
part of the weld would be gamma rayed for acceptance also. Some-
times the. root would be separated in spots. When these spots were
reconsumed and gamma rayed for acceptance, many times the root pass
or ‘adjoining area would be separated .again. Fifty percent of the
welds were found bad prior to.acceptance. NSP and GE changed
welding procedures in the last few:welds and had no more trouble.
Extra testing was done with the test coupons using much more heat
and the tests were satisfactory.



Information from Interview

~ The alleger stated-that the automatic .welding machines were set
too low in amps and voltage causing surface fusion. -He.used the
term "surface fusion" meaning that the weldment was laying on top
of the material and .not fused. The alleger observed a strip of
weld material separate from the parent metal during machining
of a mockup of part of the system.
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The alleger stated that he didn't have a problem that the root
pass was radiographed (RT).and -found -acceptable, also that the
weld was acceptable when welded.one-half out. He had a concern
that. he heard that 50% of the welds -had been unacceptable prior -
to. final acceptance. It is.the alleger's opinion that all the
‘machine welding is unacceptable except for the fo1]owing six
welds that were welded with a new procedure: RCBJR-7, RCBJR-9,
RCBJR-19, RCBJR-21, RCAJR-21, RCAJR-23. He stated that the end
result was .that radiography showed that all the welds were
acceptable. The alleger stated.that various tests were run

with new procedures proving that the welds were acceptable

using more. heat. .He also stated that he didn't know what
procedure was used, old or new.or the Code that was used for
“welding.

It is the opinion of the alleger that because of vibration of the
pipe when the plant is operating the metal will fatigue, and the
weld will separate and rupture.

NRC_Findings

The NRC inspector reviewed procedures, welders certifications, NDE
records, and other documentation on the above six welds and several
other welds. The same procedures were used for all of the weld
documentation reviewed. Al1 the stainless steel to stainless
steel welding procedures were qualified prior to GE coming onsite.

A1l the welds in the Recirculation System that were installed in
‘accordance with ASME Code Section III were Jiquid penetrant examined
(PT), visually examined (VT), and radiographed (RT). A1l welds that
were installed in accordance.with ASME Code Section XI were also
liquid penetrant, visually, and ultrasonically examined (UT'd).
Prior to startup, the welds were. heat treated using the induction
heating stress improvement (IHSI) process te reduce the possibility
of intergranular stress corrosion cracking occurring in the welds.
Following IHSI, all welds were .again visually and ultrasonically
examined to establish the inservice inspection (ISI) base line data.

A11 the welds in the Residual Heat. Removal System (RHR) that were
installed in accordance with ASME Code Section III were liquid
penetrant, visually examined, and radiographed. A1l welds that -



were 1nsta]]ed in accordance w1th ASME Code Sect1on XI were a]so
" 1iquid penetrant, v1sua1]y, and u]trason1ca1]y examined to establish
the ISI base 11ne data.:

A comp]eted series of radiographs for each weld in the Recir-
culation:System.and .the RHR System were reviewed with the alleger:
by NSP's Level IIT in.radiography.and a N5P meta]]urg1st on
September 19, 1984 The .alleger.indicated that the comp]eted
welds were acceptab]e by the ASME Code, but that the Code
requirements .and the welding procedure qualifications were

weak. Therefore,. according to the alleger the welds will fall
apart when subjected to vibratien and operating pressure. It is
important to note two facts regarding the welds in question. The
first fact is that the welds.are spec1f1ca]]y designed to withstand
the effects of . fat1gue, vibration. and pressure. The second fact
is that the welding. procedure qua]1fﬁcat1ons were found to be
acceptable.

The Code requires that only the completed weld be radiographed (RT) -
for acceptance. It is good.workmanship to RT the root when the
weld is one-half compTete instead of waiting until the weld is
completed and then to RT and find.out that a defect is in the root.
In the Recirculation and RHR System.there were several inprocess
areas repaired in the root when the weld was one-half complete.
After the welds were completed, RTs were taken on the Recirculation
and the RHR Systems, there was one repair on the Recirculation
System and three repairs on the RHR: System. After the repairs
were completed, the welds were. aga1n rad1ographed and found to

be acceptable.

In October 1984, ‘the NRC.inspector interpreted rad1ographs of
54 welds and found them. all to be. acceptable and meet ASME Code
requirements (Reference NRC Inspection Report No. 50-263/84-21).
The NRC inspector also.observed ultrasonic and liquid penetrant
examinations being performed on pipe bends and welds (Reference:
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-263/84-06).

fﬁféfalTegation.COuld'notobe.substantiated and is considered
closed.

Allegation
The stainTess steel pipe was.'blackish" from excess heat. NSP
under close monitoring is.going.to run this plant for one year

or so then if necessary will redo all piping using manual welding
instead of automatic machine.



Informat1on from Interv1ew

" The a]]eger stated that he ebserved the b]acklsh area on the
outside of the pipe in the mockup..area, He stated that blackish

on the outside of the pipe is unacceptable and that too much heat
was used. 'He stated .that he heard that NSP was going to monitor
the ‘plant and possibly rework .all the welds welded by the automatic
welding mach1ne .

:NRCAFindingsv_

During welder training in the mockup .area, prior to the start of
replacement, a problem developed ii.an .argon header system. This
problem was foeund to be caused by.a.bad bottle of argon or dirty
supply piping. This. probTem onTy happened once and did cause a
darkening on the outside of the pipe in ‘the weld area.

The - NRC“Thépector visually. examined the Recirculation and RHR
System piping after replacement and determined that all applicable
Codes .and procedures were used to . fabricate and inspect the system
(Reference NRC: Inspect1on Report .No.. 50-263/84-21). The NRC
inspector did not observe the ‘darkening of any welds.

The -NRC™ inspector inquired. about the monitoring of the plant
and the possible rework of:-all the welds that were made by the
automatic welding.machine. . No.one interviewed had made or was
aware of this statement being made.

" The stainless steel pipe being.biéckishAWas substantiated and was
corrected because. of the problem encountered during the mockup.
These allegations are closed.

Allegation

The prepared ends of-all RHR Tines.and fittings were machined

to minimum wall thickness. .For.a Iength of over 1", one pre-
‘pared end was machined 0.002" beTow minimum wall thickness. NSP
decided it was ok.

““Information from Interview

The alTeger stated. that he observed .and was concerned that alil
the fittings and pipe ends were machined to the minimum wall
thickness because the cover welds were ground off, there is
undercut on each side of the welds, and they are below minimum
wall. He stated that the 0.002" was .measured with calipers, but
he did not knew which line.



NRC Fund1ng ‘

"Two eng1neers from the NSP’staff a]ong w1th the ‘ANI rev1ewed all the

QC documents reTative to. the machining of>the weld preparation for
the Re;i?CUTétfonAand'RHR;Syétem“piping and fittings. The NRC
inspector was present and monitored this review and selected over
24 packages of the completed machining records for detailed review
and evaluation. ‘ATT dimensions were .determined to be within the

“specifications/requirements. -Further, no instance of m1n1mum

wall vioTations were evaTuated and -accepted.by NSP.:

After .blending, the,we]ds were,v1sua11y exam1ned by the licensee
and their contractors to assure compliance with ASME Code require-
ments. ;Ihladditfdh,.the[NRC]inSpector.v15ua]1y examined all of
the modification welds. - (Referénce NRC Inspection Report

No. 50-263/84-21). ’ '

Based on the above record review. and VT .of .the completed welds, the
NRC inspector concluded that all machining activities were proper,
no minimum walT violations existed, and undercut was not visible.

The alTegation could not be'substantiated”and is considered closed.

fA]]egation

One RHR Tine .had been installed and gamma rayed acceptable.- It
was mistakenly gamma rayed and the weld was found unacceptable.

The .person that ground out the weld stated that the weld area

Tooked Tike porosity, but it was not porosity. It was separating
the weld area .(surface fusion, Tack-of fusion). When a weld

1ike this was gamma rayed acceptable and then the weld was machined
out to the weld "prep" for the mockup, the tool on the machine
would pulT metal “from the fitting to the original weld "prep" as

if "the weld was bonded and not fused.

“Information from Interview

The .alTeger didn't know the numbeerfﬁthe RHR 1ine in question.

'.Thé,aTlégér.stated.that:hemobserved surface fusion in the

machining- operation.

NRC Findings

- In reviewing the RHR and Recirculation.Systems documentation and
interviewing the available individuals that were onsite at the time
of the piping replacement, no. evidence 1nd1cat1ng the ex1stence

of this concern was identified.
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To the contrary, .a1T the welds in the Recirculation System that
‘were installed in accordance with ASME Code Section III were Tiquid
- penetrant examined (PT), visually examined (VT), and radiographed

- (RT). 'ATT welds that. were. instalTled in_.accordance with ASME Code
Section XI' were. aTso Tiquid penetrant, visually, and ultrasonically
examined (UT'd). Prior to.startup, the welds were heat treated
using the induction heating stress improvement (IHSI) process to
reduce the possibility of intergranular stress corrosion cracking
occurring in the welds. Following IHSI, all welds were again
visually and uTtrasonically examined to establish the inservice
inspection (ISI) base line data.

A1T the weldS‘in the Residual Heat Removal System (RHR) that were
installed in .accordance with ASME Code Section III were liquid
penetrant, visually examined, .and radiographed. A1l welds that

were installed in accordance with ASME Code Section XI were also
tiquid penetrant, visually, and ultrasonically examined to establish
the ISI base Tine data. :

In ‘October 1984, the NRC 1nspector interpreted rad1ographs of
54 welds and fbund them all to be acceptable.and meet ASME Code
requ1rements (Reference NRC Inspection Report No. 50-263/84-21).
This;ftem could not be substantiated and is considered closed.
,AT]egatio

At Teast one we1d had .the wrong kind of we1d1ng rod used This
weld was corrected but- there could be more.

'Informat1on “from Interview

The a11eger stated that he observed .a .document stating that weld

RHCJR-9 had the wrong rod used.. The alleger is concerned that

there may be more. Stainless. stee] was ..used on carbon steel. He

stated that the weld was repaired.with no probTem and that it is
now acceptabTe

NRC Findings

The NRC inspector reviewed thé documentation for weld RHCJR-9 and
found that the wrong rod was issued. After approximately two inches
of weld was made the welder realized. the wrong weld rod was issued.
The weTder stopped. the. we1d, notified quality control and the correct

weld rod was. then issued. The or1g1na1 weld.was removed and rewelded-
with the correct filler material.’ The weld is now acceptab1e

trave1ers aud1ts were conducted and. other reviews were made to
‘make sure that this did not happen elsewhere. These reviews were
monitored by the NRC inspector.  No other similar instances were
identified. '
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The aTTegat1on was substant1ated in. that there was one weld that

t'was wered with the wrong weld rod. This item 1s considered closed.

. ,A11egat1o

SOme werers time Timits had run-out and NSP . Superintendent

- stated aTl he had. to do. was juggle. some paperwork. in the office
- and -everything would be alright.

‘IhformatiOn from Interview

The aTTeger stated he. and severa] .others heard the NSP super-
intendent. state that all 'he had to.do .was juggle some paperwork
in. the office and the 90 ‘day welder requirement would be taken
care of. He didn"t know 1f‘anyone was welding that wasn't
qua11f1ed/cert1f1ed

NRC F1nd1ng

: The werers used. on the Rec1rcu1at1on and RHR System rep]acement

project were first qualified by manually welding and passing
several tests. Approximately 300 welders were tested and
approximately .70 were accepted. Thése welders were then given
several weeks of training.on.the automatic welding machines.
Prior to production welding, they had to pass ‘another we1d1ng
test made on a coupon using the automat1c welding mach1ne

The NRC lnspector-reVJewed,severa1,we]ders qua11f1cat1ons and
found that they had all welded within the 90-day time period.
The ANI “and .other weTding. individuals were interviewed by the
NRC ‘inspector.and._this 90-day time per1od was not 1nd1cated

‘to be a problem.

- Th1s aTTegatlon could not be substant1ated ahd is cons1dered

closed.

_ A11egation_.

There was a wedge (iron) or object left in one of the thermal

- sTeeves. The gamma ray picked it up. It was decided to leave

it as it:was too hard to get to.

Information from Interview

Thé'é11éger stated that he heard.that the piece is approximately

15" - 2""Tong and %" wide and was made up of five pieces. He

stated .that 54 NSP’eng1neers .stated that the pieces did not have

to come out. He did not know the number of the thermal sleeve.

12



NRC Findings

- According ‘to the Construction Superihtendent extreme care was taken
to assure that no foreignAobjéctstere Teft in the annulus area

" between the thermal sleeve and the .nozzle. Immediately prior to
the purge dam being installed and the safe end being put in place,
inspections of this area were.performed by GE production personnel,
GE-QC, and NSP engineering.

The NRC-inspector, NSP's Level II1I.and.the ANI each reviewed the
‘thermal sTeeve radiograph$, and did.not.observe a wedge or any such
object during their interpretation of radiographs or the review
documentation of the thermal sTeeves. . Also, the NRC inspector
interviewed with the NSP LeveT III; ANI and NSP engineers for this
-project and no one knew of any such objéect left in a thermal sleeve.

Tﬁf$~aTTegation could not be substantiated and is considered closed.
‘Allegation

A worm hole crack almost through was discovered by gamma ray

in one nozzTe %" from the weld area. This was repaired before

the weld was made and there may be ‘more.

‘Tnformation from Interview

The alTeger stated that he heard of this and that there may be
~more that were missed.

NRC andings

- The NRC inspector interviewed the ANI and welding QC/QA inspectors.
The NRC inspector was informed that during their review of the
radiographs a worm holé crack was. not found .in any nozzle. Further,’
the NRC inspector réviewed the radiographs and did not see a worm
holé crack or the existence of ‘any repairs in the area described

in the altegation.

This aTTégétibn was not .substantiated and is considered closed.

Allegation

ANI signoffs were run over, deleted or forged.

“Irnformation from Interview
The alleger stated that he overheard individuals stating the

above and that it was a Hartford.inspector and there were probably
hold points not met also. :

13



',NRC F1nd1ng -

~The NRC‘1nspector 1nterv1ewed the’ 1ead ANI who was - ons1te at the

-i;t1me of the replacement piping.. The NRC inspector also reviewed

several trave]ers and other documents that the ANIs had signed.

The Lead ANI’stated that only three hold points were waived on

" the job. Further, there were even hold.points. established on the
mockups. and there was an NCR written: because a hold point was '
‘bypassed on the mockup.

In reviéW1hg severaT of the .travelers, the NRC inspector compared
signatures and could not determine’ that signatures were forged.

It should'be noted that tHe NRC inspector has been monitoring the
Recirculation and RHR System p1p1ng .since the beginning of its. _
‘repTacement during. March 1984.. At no time.did any of the four ANIs
involved with this project express .a.concern to the NRC inspector
that their signatures were forged, deleted, missed, or otherwise

va1tered

This item cou]d not be substant1ated and is cons1dered c]osed

_0vera11 NRG Conc1u51on

The NRC inspector determined that the. qua11ty of we1d1ng for the
Recirculation and RHR System piping.replacement was in accordance
with 'the ASME .Code and NSP procedures. ‘ :

The Lead ANI and the NRC inspector had several discussions about
reptacement p1p1ng activities while the replacement effort was in
progress. It is the opinion of the ANI . and the NRC -inspector that
the Job went very well.

The'NRC"TﬁspectOr followed the replacement piping activities
and his efforts are documented. in NRC Inspection Reports .
No. 50-263/84-06; No. 50-263/84-13; and No. 50-263/84-21)..

- When fOTTOang the replacement piping or in investigatinQAthe
above altegations, there were no items of noncompliance or

deviations identified.

Alleger's Concern

In intéerviewing the aTlegéﬁ)as‘étated in Paragraph 2, "Allegations,"

of this report, the alleger also stated that.he had a concern. He did

not want to make this an alTegation. The following is the alleger's
concern and the NRC findings.
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Concern

fAround the 5th. fToor refueT1ng area. there is sheet meta] siding and a
sheet metal roof‘ If winds Tike .a cyclone .would come, the area would
be contam1nated for severaT m1Tes from the spent fuel poo]

NRC F1nd1ngs .

The NRC inspector determined that .the correct siding and roof was
instalTed on .the 5th-fToor and all precautions have been taken in
.accordance with GE's 30-page document.entitled, "Tornado Protection
for Spent Storage Pool,'" APED-5696." This .document is referenced in
the FSAR d@nd has been accépted by the NRC. »

This concern could not be substantiated and ‘is considered closed.
No items of noncompliance or deviations identified.

"Exit Interview

" Thé inspector met with site representatives (denoted in Persons Contacted

Paragraph 1) at the conclusion of the 1nsgect1on ~The inspector summarized
the scope.and findings of the inspection. noted-in this report. The in-
spector also discussed the Tikeély informationaT . content of the inspection
report with ‘regard to documents or processes .reviewed by the inspector
during the inspection. The.Ticensee did_not identify any such documents/
processes as proprietary.- '

Enclosures: '
1.. Internal Correspondence dated October 10, 1984
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- Thgsbigqj e il o October 10, 1984
v i

Fiom ¢, H. Harmsen, Supt Conventional Projects QA Location M{dland Square - 3

To F, P. Tierney, generalAManager - Nuc Eng & Const  tocaron Gaparal Office - 7

9-1-84 -

RECEIVELY

0CT 111984
N.E. & C. Dept

4:35 P.M. L. Moling stopped at J. Meier's house in Monticello to

express his concerns about weld quality during replacement of the

Monticello Plant recirculation piping.

These concerns are:

1. Thermal sleeve piping was cut one inch too short.

2. Argon-gas used for weld shielding was contaminated
by passing through copper tubing. '

3. Certain welde contain lack of fucion or.are partially
fused and will separate later, '

9-4-84 Report by Gary Gunther cmerﬁ'ng a meeting with-giESNER at the
Monticello Plant site to discuss his concerns. _
9-4-84  Letter from F. P. Tierney to D. Youngdah! requesting a metallur-
gist to follow~-up on’* concerns,
9-5-84  Letter from F. P, Tierney to g stating that C. Harmsen had
bean assigned to follow-up his concerns. '
9-10-84 Letter from D. Youngdahl to W, Jokela concurring with assignment
of €, Harmaen, '
9-6-~84 C. Harmsen met with J. Meier to discuss the quality conecerns ve-
ported to J. Meler by Goamelig on 0-1-84,
9..10-84 was interviewed by C. Harmsen (3 hr). Areas of concern
were defined as:
1. Piping on safe ends was cut short,
2. Argon-gas used for weld shielding was contaminated when
transported through copper tubing from the storage con-
tainer-to the weld area. , ‘
3. Certain welds contain lack of fusion or are partially fused
and will separate later during plant operation.
it T -
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Quality Concerns of Leroy Moling, . |
and'Sgeps taken to resolve them {continued)

Page '

October 10, 1984 -

9-10-84 (3) (continued)
The questionable welds are:
RHBJR-14A RRGJR-3 ~ RRHJR-3 RHCJR-15

9-12-84 Met with Mike Bates, Senfor Ne?ding Supervisor, G. E, on
Monticello Plant site to discuss the welding procedures
during the recirculation and residual heat removal piping
system veplacemant,

9-18-84 Interview and information meeting with Gerry Deaver, Progect

Engineer, G. E., il and C. Harmsen present (2} hr

Discussed the design of tnternal piping from recirc. safe ends

. to tho jet pump inside of tha resctor and methods used for ree
~placemznt of tho safe ends on the reactor vessel nozzles.

, +9:19-84 " [Interview and information meeting with Robert Nelson, RT Level

I1I, NSP, SGESNEMess and C, Harmsen present (24 hr), Discussed
lack of fusion at the weld root as perceived by L. Moling.

The Radiographic history of each weld refaranced above was ex-
plored through interpretation of root and finalxradquraphs.

‘An NRC .Inspector had approved the final radiographé of these
welds earlier on 9-19-84, This 1s in addition to official
evaluation by GE and NSP Level IIl examiners, :

10-8-84 Lettﬁr”from C. Harmsen to ?; P. Tternsy summarizing steps taken
to investigate concerns sxpressed by L, Moling and recommending
that no. additional -investigation would be required.

K, oo

C. H. Harmsen '
Supt Conventional Projects QA

am

¢cc: A. V. Dienhart
F, H. Fahlen
W, V., Jokela
P, F. Suleski
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