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SUMMARY
le

Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection involved 39 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of licensee action on previous enforcement matters (92701 and
92702B), housekeeping (54834B),, material identification, and control (42902B),
material control (42940B), Gulfalloy 'supplied materials'(92705B), generic letter
85-02, proposed license amendment, licensee event report followup (92700B), and
inservice inspection.

Results: One violation was identified - "Failure to Provide Appropriate Accep-
tance Criteria for Inservice Testing Procedure" - paragraph 9.a.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

C. Baker, Plant Manager
*K. L. Jones, Acting Plant Manager
*J. Arias, Jr., Regulation and Compliance Supervisor
*B. Abrishami, System Performance Supervisor

F. Carr, Inservice Inspection
*H. Hartman, Inservice Inspection
*E. Anderson, Inservice Inspection

Other licensee employees contacted included engineers, technicians,
operators and office personnel.

Other Organization

D. E. Boger, ANII Factory Mutual

NRC Resident Inspectors

T. Peebles, Senior Resident Inspector
D. Brewer, Resident Inspector

*Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview (307038)

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on February 7, 1986, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings. No

dissenting comments were received from the licensee.

(Open) Inspector Followup Item 250, 251/86-06-01: "Accountability
Procedures" - paragraph 7.

(Open) Violation 251/86-06-02: "Failure to Provide Appropriate Acceptance
Criteria for Inservice Testing Procedure" - paragraph 9.a.

(Open) Unresolved Item 251/86-06-03: "Adequacy of Corrective Actions Taken
on Failed Containment Spray Pump Shaft" - paragraph 9.b.
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The licensee identified as proprietary some of the materials provided to and
reviewed by the inspector during this inspection, however, that proprietary
material is not discussed in this report.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters (92701B) (92702B)

a ~ (Open) Unresolved Item 50-251/84-03-02: "Throttling of RHR Discharge
Stop Valves"

This matter concerned the throttling of RHR discharge stop valve
No. 4-872. It was discovered that valve 4-872 was throttled in March
1978 and subsequently unthrottled in April 1984. During inspection
251/84-03, it could not be determined whether the changes to valve
4-872 (throttling and the subsequent unthrottling) were evaluated to
determine whether those changes involve unreviewed safety questions.
The licensee informed the inspector that they had determined that the
changes to valve 4-872 were not evaluated for unreviewed safety
questions. As no evaluation was made, there were no records kept or
reports made. The above is contrary to Title 10, Code of Federal
Regulations Part 50.59 (10 CFR 50.59) which requires that changes to a

facility be evaluated to determine whether those changes involve
unreviewed safety questions, that records of those evaluations be kept,
and that a report be made to the NRC at least annually, containing a
description of those changes including a summary of the safety
evaluation. Clearly, the failure to evaluate, record and report the
changes to valve 4-872 is a violation of 10 CFR 50.59.

The licensee augmented its earlier response to this unresolved issue
(letter L-85-301 to Dr. J. Nelson Grace, Regional Administrator,
Region II, dated August 5, 1985) with additional oral and written
information to show that the plant was not in an unsafe condition when
valve 4-872 was throttled or not throttled. RHR pump runout can be
limited by either throttling valves 4-754A and B (as directed in
current procedures) while valve 4-872 is wide open or by throttling
valve 4-872 alone. Sufficient water pressure (110 psig) for the
long-term recirculation cooling phase, after a LOCA, could also be
provided by the high-head safety injection system without depending on
the low-head (RHR) header. The inspector accepts these evaluations as
fulfilling the intent of Section 50.59 of 10 CFR Part 50.

The licensee advised the inspector that 3-872 in Unit 3 is throttled
and valve 4-872 in Unit 4 will be throttled again during the current
outage.

This matter is clearly a Violation of 10 CFR 50.59, however, it appears
to be an example of a larger problem and will remain open as an
unresolved item pending further NRC evaluation and inspection.
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b. (Open) Yiolation 250, 251/83-07-01: "Failure to Provide Adequate
Inservice Testing and Inspection Procedures"

FPSL letter of response dated May 12, 1983, has been reviewed and
determined to be acceptable by Region II. The inspector held
discussions with the responsible engineers and examined the corrective
actions as stated in the letter of response. The inspector concluded
that FP8L had determined the full extent of the subject noncompliance,
performed the necessary survey and followup actions, to correct the
present conditions and developed the necessary corrective actions to
preclude recurrence of similar circumstances. The corrective actions
identified in the letter of response have not been implemented. The
May 12, 1983 letter indicated that FPSL would request relief from code
required liquid penetrant inspections improperly performed due to the
inadequate procedure. To date, that relief request has not been
submitted to the ASME.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or
deviations. New unresolved items identified during this inspection are
discussed in paragraph no. 9.b.

5. Independent Inspection Effort

Housekeeping (54834B), Material Identification and Control (42902B) and
Material Control (42940B)

The inspector conducted a general inspection of the protected area, and the
turbine and auxiliary buildings to observe activities such as housekeeping;
material identification and control; material control; and storage.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

6. Gulfalloy Supplied Materials (92705B) (Units 3 and 4).

The inspector discussed the status of the implementation of the program for
serviceability of Gulfalloy supplied materials with the licensee. The
licensee indicated to date that 38$ of the piping, 63K of the fittings, 865
of the tubing, 705 of the structural shapes, 6'A of the structural plate and
54K of the bolting materials had been accepted as of January 16, 1986. The
remaining materials representing 44K of the total Gulfalloy supplied
materials are still being dispositioned.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
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Generic Letter 85-02 "Staff Recommended Actions Stemming from NRC Integrated
Program for the Resolution of Unresolved Safety Issues Regarding Steam
Generator Tube Integrity" (Units 3 and 4)

The Commission has recently approved issuance of the above generic letter to
all nuclear power plants utilizing'team generators, to obtain information
on their overall program for steam generator tube integrity and steam
generator tube rupture mitigation. The inspector reviewed the licensee's
responses to the above Generic Letter, dated June 18, 1985 and October 16,
1985, reviewed applicable portions of the licensee's quality program and
held discussions with licensee personnel to evaluate the licensee program
for assuring steam generator tube integrity and steam generator tube rupture
mitigation. The specific staff recommended actions examined were as
follows: l.a. Protection and Detection of Loose Parts (Inspections);
1.b. Prevention and Detection of Loose Parts (guality Assurance);
2.a. Inservice Inspection Program (Full Length Tube Inspection); and
2.b Inservice Inspection Program (Inspection Interval). The inspector found
that the licensee's program complies with the intent of Generic Letter 85-02
staff recommended action Nos. l.a, 1.b, 2.a and 2.b with the following
exception. The licensee's accountability procedures do not contain account-

abilityy

measures for components and parts removed from the internals of
major components (e.g., reassembly of cut and removed components). The
licensee agreed to reevaluate their accountability in this area. Pending
NRC review of the licensee's evaluation, this matter will be identified as
inspector followup item 250, 251/86-06-01: "Accountability Procedures."

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

Proposed License Amendment

The licensee, by letter L-85-346, dated October ll, 1985, requested approval
to modify the Technical Specification (TS) for Turkey Point Plant such that
future license amendments would not be required when revisions to the ASME

Boiler and Pressure Yessel Code were made. The inspector reviewed the
licensee's submittal and compared it with the current revision of the Turkey
Point Plant TS. The inspector discussed the results of this review with the
licensee who indicated that they would amend their request of October ll,
1985, to correct inconsistencies noted by the inspector.

Licensee Event Report (LER) Followup (927008)
C

The following LER was reviewed and closed. The inspector verified that
reporting requirements had been met, causes had been identified, corrective
actions appeared appropriate, generic applicability had been considered, and
the LER forms were complete. Additionally, for those reports identified by
asterisk, a more detailed review was performed to verify that the licensee
had reviewed the event, corrective action had been taken, no unreviewed
safety questions were involved, and violations of regulations or Technical
Specification conditions had been identified.
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*83-017 R1 Inoperable 4B Containment Spray Pump Due to a Sheared
Shaft

With regard to the inspection above, the inspector noted that the 4B
containment spray pump was discovered to be inoperable as the result of
the American Society of Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel
(ASME BSPV Code), Section XI, Pump and Valve Test Program periodic
test, performed on October 4, 1983. On October 5, 1983, the pump had
been repaired and the post maintenance pump test had been performed,
evaluated, and determined to be acceptable. The vibration readings for
the pump before the failure were approximately 1.5 mils. The reference
value for vibration as specified in FPSL procedure OP-4004.1 dated
June 16, 1983, the applicable procedure for testing the 4B containment
spray pump as required by ASME B&PV Code Section XI, was 1.5 mi ls.
Procedure OP-4004. 1 specified the following vibration acceptance
criteria: Normal range 0 to 2.99 mils, Alert Range 3.00 to 4.50 mils
and Action Required range over 4.50 mils. The above acceptance
criteria are consistent with ASME Section XI for a reference value of
1.5 mils. The vibration values recorded for the pump after maintenance
were 0.5 mils and less. The reference value for vibration and the
associated acceptance criteria in procedure OP-4004-1 were not amended
to reflect the lower vibration values obtained during the post main-
tenance test. The above is contrary to ASME Section XI, 1980 Edition
through winter 1981 Addenda, Paragraph IWP-3111, which requires that a
new reference be determined or previous values be reconfirmed by an
inservice test run when a reference value or a set of reference values
may have been affected by repair of a pump. The post maintenance
inservice test indicated that the vibration reference value should be
changed from 1.5 mils to 0.5 mils. ASME Section XI Table IWP-3100-2
specifies the following acceptance criteria consistent with a reference
value for vibration of 0.5 mils: Acceptable Range 0.0 to 1.0 mils,
Alert Range 1.0 to 1.5 mils and Action Required Range over 1.5 mi ls.
Clearly, the licensee failed to reestablish reference values for pump
test vibration values after pump maintenance. This failure resulted in
the licensee using a vibration acceptance criteria less conservative
than that required by the ASME Code by a factor of three. Therefore,
the vibration acceptance criteria was not appropriate.

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Appendix B, Criteria V

requires that activities affecting qual i ty be accompl i shed in
accordance with documented procedures containing appropriate acceptance
criteria. The above violation will be identified as 251/86-06-02:
"Failure to Provide Appropriate Acceptance Criteria for Inservice
Testing Procedure."

The LER indicated that the shaft failure appeared to be caused by the
misalignment of the pump which most probably occurred during modifica-
tions required by IE Bulletin 79-14 to the suction piping support.
This inspector discussed the shaft failure with the licensee to
ascertain how the misalignment occurred (a subject not explored in the
LER). At the time of this inspection, it could not be determined
whether the misalignment was caused by inadequate 79-14 analysis,
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inadequate procedures for pump alignment after piping modifications,
failure to follow procedures for pump alignment after piping modifica-
tions or other causes. Because the cause of failure could not be
determined, the adequacy of the documented corrective action could not
be determined. Pending the determination of the cause of the failure,
by the licensee, and the subsequent determination by the NRC of the
adequacy of the licensee's corrective action, this matter will be
identified as unresolved item 251/86-06-03: "Adequacy of Corrective
Action Taken on Failed Containment Spray Pump Shaft."

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified
except as noted in paragraph 9.a.

10. Inservice Inspection (ISI)

The inspector examined documents, activities and records as indicated below
to determine whether ISI was being conducted in accordance with applicable
procedures, regulatory requirements and licensee commitments. The
applicable code for ISI is the ASME BSPV Code, 80W81.

a. Observation of Work and Work Activities (73753)

Magnetic Particle (MT) Examination (Unit 4)

The inspector observed a portion of the magnetic particle examination
of the reactor vessel studs. The observations were compared with the
applicable procedures and the Code in the following areas: examination
methods; .contrast of dry powder particle color with background; and
surface temperature; suspension medium and surface temperature for wet
particles, if applicable; viewing conditions; examination overlap and
directions; pole or prod spacing; current or lifting power (yoke); and
acceptance criteria.

b. Review of Periodic and Special Reports (90713) (Unit 3)

The inspector reviewed the "Turkey Point Nuclear Power Plant Unit
No. 3, 1985 Inservice Inspection Summary Report", Document Number
MCI-PTP-85-300-1, Transmitted to the NRC by FPSL, Letter L-85-389,
dated October 15, 1985. This review was performed to evaluate the
adequacy, completeness and timeliness of the report as they relate to
the reporting criteria of ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code
Section XI and other regulatory commitments. The inspector noted that
the report indicated that all indications which failed to meet the
acceptance criteria of ASME Section XI were .documented in noncon-
formance reports. The report made no mention whether all those
indications had been evaluated and accepted or corrected. The
inspector investigated and has determined 'hat all code rejectable
indications were corrected. The inspector also noted some editorial
inconsistencies which the licensee agreed to correct in future reports.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
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