UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I

101 MARIETTA STREET,NW.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303

Report No.: 50-400/85-19
Licensee: Carolina Power and Light Company
411 Fayettevilie Street
Raleigh, NC 27602 '
Docket No.: 50-400 License No.: CPPR-158
Facility Name: Harris

Inspection Conducted: May 7-10, 1985

Inspector: ()) “@é‘w\ 5-23-84
w(:i:;?fj? Date Signed
Approved by: ﬂ% 57 /zeﬂ:—{
Blake, Section Chief Date Signed
3x/ger1ng Branch
Ditision of Reactor Safety
' SUMMARY

Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection entailed 29 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of safety-related pipe support and restraint systems, (50090) and
seismic analysis for as-built safety-related piping systmes (IEB 79-14).

Results: No violations or deviations were identified.
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1.

REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted
Licensee Employees

*R. A. Watson, Vice President, Harris

*R. M. Parsons, Project General Manager

*E. J. Wagner, Engineering General Manager

*N, J. Chiangi, Manager, Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC)
*M. Hutton, Project Engineer

*M. G. Wallace, Construction Specialist

*K. V. Hate, Prinicpal QA Engineer

*P, H. Cook, QA/QC Specialist

Other Organizations

‘ Daniel Construction Company

*C. L. McDonald, Resident Engineer
*R. Calabro, Assistant Resident Engineer

Westinghouse

0. Painter, Site Manager
D. Kimbro, Welding Engineer

NRC Resident Inspector
*R. L. Prevatte, Senior Resident Inspector
*Attended exit interview

Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on May 10, 1985, 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. The following new
items were identified during this inspection.

Unresolved Item 400/85-19-01, Mechanical Snubber Nonconformance Report-
ability - paragraph 5.

Unresolved Item 400/85-19-02, Pipe Support Inspection Unresolved
Questions - paragraph 5.

Westinghouse material reviewed were marked proprietary but the
proprietary information was not used in this report.
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The licensee did not identify as proprietary any other materials provided to
or reviewed by the inspector during this inspection.

Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

(Closed) Unresolved Item 83-25-09 - Pipe Support Installation and Inspection
Procedure Questions. The unresolved item noted several pipe support
installation and inspection questions regarding requirements of WP-110
Revision 8, and TP-34, Revision 8. The 1licensee had revised both procedures
and had undertaken an enhanced pipe support inspection program. Work
Procedure 110, Revision 13, Change 7, Installation of Q and Non-Q Pipe
Hangers and Supports, and Technical Procedure 34, Revision 15, Change 2,
Inspection of the Installation of Seismic Pipe Hangers, were reviewed. The
revised procedures appeared to adequately address the inspector's questions.
The unresolved item was closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item 84-25-01, Pipe Support Storage and Installation
Questions. The unresolved item involved miscellaneous questions regarding
the storage of surplus pipe support material, QA audits of pipe support
installations and pipe hanger problem reporting. An inspection of the pipe
support warehouse was performed and the inspector verified identification
and control of surplus pipe support material. An inspection of the other
two concerns for this unresolved item revealed that the QA audit corrective
action had been changed to preclude potential procedural violations. In
addition, the inspector determined that the licensee instructed field
engineers to assure clarity of pipe hanger problem reports by providing
sketches in Tieu of verbal descriptions. The inspector determined that the
licensee had taken steps to preclude procedure and drawing violations due to
the noted concerns. The unresolved item was closed.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may dinvolve violations or
deviations. Two new unresolved items identified during this inspection are
discussed in paragraph 5.

Safety-Related Pipe Support and Restraint Systems (50090) and Seismic
Ana]ys1s for As built Safety-Related Piping Systems -(.IEB- 79-14)

An inspection was performed to verify licensee compliance with IEB 79-14
requirements and licensee commitments. The 1licensee discussed with the
inspector its current pipe support installation and inspection program. The
inspector noted that the 1licensee had eliminated the hanger engineering
examination of pipe supports for design compliance prior to submission of
the pipe support package to construction inspection for final inspection.
The licensee stated that its experience with the enhanced pipe support
installation and qinspection program over the past 16 months led to the
conclusion that it was no longer necessary. The licenseefurther po1nted out
that the verification step will be performed by trained’craft supervisors
and hanger engineering personnel will continue to be involved with the
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installation process. The licensee also pointed out that the eliminated
hanger engineering verification would not eliminate the welding engineering
review of pipe support welds. The inspector informed the licensee that the
pipe support inspection program should continue to be monitored to determine
and correct any potential negative effect of the elimination of the hanger
engineering verification.

The inspector discussed with the licensee the IEB 79-14 piping walkdown
program that the licensee had initiated. The inspector noted that valve
weight and center of gravity verification was being performed by (1)
determination of system valve identification in the field (2) determination
of the valve manufacturer, type and drawing from a valve list using the
field obtained system identification, and (3) determination of valve weight
and center of gravity from drawings/manufacturer's information based on the
information contained in the valve list. The inspector dinformed the
licensee that the above noted process would hinge on an accurate, verified
valve list that was a QA record. The inspector further informed the
licensee that, wherever possible, actual determination of manufacturer, type
and drawing number for both the installed valve and operator would be more
accurate and should minimize potential discrepancies. The licensee agreed
to consider the above noted verification method.

An inspection of the pipe support material storage warehouse was performed
for Unresolved Item 84-25-01 (paragraph 4). During the inspection, the
inspector observed approximately 85 Pacific Scientific Mechanical snubbers
of various sizes that were in the QA hold area. The snubbers had been
tested prior to installation and failed the acceleration and/or drag test.
The cause of the test failures had not yet been determined. Nonconformance
Report (NCR) 84-2333 had been written on four of the 85 snubbers. The NCR
disposition stated that "In as much as these snubber defects were detected
during preinstallation testing, they are not nonconforming conditions." The
disposition further stated that "these and future defective snubbers are to
be repaired to the degree possible by Operations Maintenance using the
following procedures..." The cause of the nonconformance was stated to be
"prior to this time there were no snubber repair procedures available for
on-site repair of defective snubbers." A reportability evaluation for NCR
84-2333 for four of the 85 snubbers stated that "this item is not reportable
since it is CP&L's dintent to test all snubbers prior to fuel load." No NCR
or reportability evaluation had been written for the remaining 81 of the 85
snubbers. A review of procedure CQA-3, Revision 8, Nonconformance Control,
revealed the following:

a. Paragraph 3.2.4.3, Note 2, states that: "Any item for which the work
process is incomplete and continuation/reinstatement of the work
process can be expected to routinely correct/finish an observed
condition is not a nonconformance."
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Paragraph 3.2.6 states, in part, that:

"Subordinate Nonconformance Document - Any document used to identify,
document, disposition and trend insignificant nonconformances and
procedure violations (definition for this procedure).

3.2,6.1 Travelers, Punch Lists, Data Sheets, Document Review Sheets,
Surveillance Reports and Inspection Reports that will become
QA records and are an integral part of a controlled procedure
may be used as a subordinate nonconformance reporting
document for the following types of insignificant noncon-
formances and procedure violations:

(1) An item for which inspection of completed work reveals defi-
ciencies that' have not passed an established checkpoint
designed to detect the condition, that are typical for the
activity, do not reflect adversely on previously accepted
work, will remain visible for dispositioning, and which can
be routinely corrected (reworked) by the ex1st1ng procedures.
(Typ1ca1 deficiency examples are: rebar spacing; in-process
weld deficiencies; cable tray rung damage; equipment plumb-
ness; hanger member geometry.)

(2) An item for which document review of completed inspection
records/packages reveals deficiencies that can be determined
to not render item qua11ty unacceptable or indeterminent
(Typical def1c1ency missing signatures/dates; incorrect
heat numbers; missing welder symbol). Note: (1) Any item
that meets the above processing requirements, is nonreport-
able in accordance with Section 8.0."

Paragraph 8.5.1 states, in part, that: "An item may be determined to
be nonreportable during the f1rst 1eve1 review provided one or more of
the following exist:

8.5.1.1 *o 000

8.5.1.2 The condition is nongeneric, it was detected prior to passing
an established checkpoint designed to detect that deficiency,
proper controls were exercised, and the condition can be
routinely corrected by existing procedures. Note: 1In the
event an item can be classified as nonreportable, but may
receive notoriety through the news media or due to concerns
of regulatory agencies, evaluation for reportability
disposition should be deferred to site management."

"10 CFR 50.55(e)(1l) states in part that: "If the permit is for

construction of a nuclear power plant, the holder of the permit shall
notify the Commission of each deficiency found in design and
construction, which were it to have remained uncorrected, could have
affected adversely the safety of operations of the nuclear power plant
at any time throughout the expected lifetime of the plant, and which
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represents: (i) A significant breakdown in any portion of the quality
assurance program conducted in accordance with the requirements of
Appendix B to this part; or (ii) A significant deficiency in final
design as approved and released for construction such that the design
does not conform to the criteria and bases stated in the safety
analysis report or construction permit; or (iii) A significant
deficiency 1in construction of or significant damage to a structure,
system, or component which will require extensive evaluation, extensive
redesign, or extensive repair to meet the criteria and bases stated in
the safety analysis report or construction permit or to otherwise
establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component to
perform its intended safety function; or (iv) A significant deviation
from performance specifications which will require extensive
evaluation, extensive redesign, or extensive repair to establish the
adequacy of a structure, system, or component to meet the criteria and
bases stated in the safety analysis report or construction permit or to
otherwise establish the adequacy of the structure, system, or component
to perform its intended safety function."

The inspector questioned the adequacy of the licensee's evaluation for
reportability due to the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The evaluation was performed on only four of the 85 identified
mechanical snubber test failures. The total number of failures
contributes to the determination of "extensive repair" and generic
considerations.

The evaluation was performed without knowledge of the mechanical
snubber discrepancy that was causing the test failures, the cause
for the snubber discrepancies, and the corrective action that
would be required. These conditions affect the consideration for
"a significant discrepancy in construction of or significant
damage to a... component."

The Tlicensee's 10 CFR Part 21 compliance was also not clearly
established in that the inspector was unable to verify recorded
notification to the vendor for 10 CFR Part 21 evaluation.

CQA-3 appeared to allow discrepancies identified during an
"established checkpoint" to be identified on "subordinate
nonconforming documents.”" CQA-3 further defines subordinate
nonconformances as "insignificant nonconformances" and therefore
not reportable. CQA-3 appeared to cut-off reportability
evaluation of discrepancies identified during an established
checkpoint rather than the significance of the didentified
discrepancy.

Pending (1) further evaluation of the adequacy of the CQA-3
reportability requirements and the NCR 84-2333 reportability
evaluation (10 CFR 50.55(e) and 10 CFR Part 21) and (2) deter-
mination of the 85 mechanical snubber discrepancies causing the
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test failures, the cause of the snubber discrepancies and the
corrective action required, this was identified as Unresolved Item
400/85-19-01, "Mechanical Snubber Nonconformance Reportability."

Work on Main Steam Support Structure C-1-180 was observed by the
inspector. Records for completed CI inspections on portions of
the structure were inspected. The inspector noted that partial
inspection of bolt torquing performance from 7-7-81 thru 8-20-81
were performed by four inspectors. Two of the four inspectors had
completed their training and certification on 8-18-81. The pipe
support construction inspection supervisor informed the inspector
that Technical Procedure 40, Revision 9, Training and Quali-
fication of Construction Inspection Personnel, paragraph 3.4.6
states that: "At the discretion of the certified inspector, an
inspector-in-training may perform selected functions under his
supervisory control, provided the applicable portions of training
have been satisfactorily completed. The acceptability of
inspection, examination or testing results will be determined by
the certified dinspector and documented by countersigning the
inspection report.”

The supervisor further stated that the inspectors involved
performed the torque inspections under his supervisor's control
and that he had ascertained that they had satisfactorily completed
the torque inspection portion of their training prior to their
performing the inspections.

The following installed and dinspected spring hanger assemblies
were inspected for:

(a) Hanger rods for supporting 2-inch pipe are not less than
3/8~inch diamter and for 2-1/2 inch pipe or larger, not less
than 1/2-inch diamter.

(b) Spring hangers are provided with indicators to show the
approximate "hot" or "cold" position, as appropriate.

(c) Spring hangers enclosed in spaces that will be subjected to
high ambient temperatures during reactor operation, have
suitable service ratings to accommodate the expected
operating temperature range.

(d) General configuration compliance with applicable drawings.

. 1-MS-H-444 - Size 13 spring can
. 1-SI-H-22 - Size 15 spring can
. 1-SI-H-1105 - Size 13 spring can
. 1-SI-H-1286 - Size 16 spring can
. 1-SI-H-1553 - Size 1 spring can
. 1-CS-H-221 - Size 6 spring can
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6.

. 1-CS-H-303 - Size 1 spring can
1-CS-H-468 - Size 1 spring can

The inspector noted the following conditions:

1 Support 1-CS-H-468 was not attached to the pipe and

appeared to provide no significant support to the pipe.
A slight manual movement of the suppart dislodged the
support. It was recognized, however, that the spring
can stop pins were still installed.

fro

Piece 2 of pipe support 1-SI-H-1286 was required to be a
lubrite plate. There was no readily available means for
verifying correct material for the installed "lubrite"
plate. No record was available for signifying verifi-
cation of the correctly installed 1lubrite plate
material.

Pipe support 1-MS-H-444 support drawing section B-B
required installation of the welding lug piece (1) at an
unspecified angle with the run of the supported pipe.
The 1ug was observed by the NRC inspector to be
installed parallel with the run of the pipe. Request
For Information Number 33 dated 5-10-85 stated that
skewness was not critical and should not be verified
unless explicity detailed in the pipe support drawings.

jw

Pending further evaluation and determination of the
adequacy and significance of the above noted items, this
was identified as Unresolved Item 50-400/85-19-02, Pipe
Support Inspection Unresolved Questions. Pending
licensee completion of IEB 79-14 requirements and
licensee commitments, the Bulletin was left open.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Inspector Followup Items (IFI)

Q.

(Closed) IFI 83-25-21 - Pipe Support loads. The inspector follow-up
item noted that a potential for errors in pipe support and concrete
expansion anchor design calculations could be caused by the time lag
between the piping analysis and the pipe support and concrete expansion
anchor calculations. Discussion with the licensee indicated that
organizational changes resulted in piping analysis currently being
performed on site and pipe support and concrete expansion anchor design
calculations are currently performed by the same Harris Plant
Engineering Group. The reorganization would minimize if not eliminate
the time lag for pipe support loads and would provide better continuity
for the flow of design information used in pipe support and concrete
expansion anchor design calculations. The IFI was closed.
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e.

No

(Closed) IFI 84-02-02 - Pipe Support Calculation Checker Independence.
The IFI identified an inspector concern regarding independence of pipe
support design calculation verifiers due to the organizational
alignment of pipe support designers and verifiers. The licensee did
not change the noted organization but issued a change to its procedure
to emphasize design verifier independence requirements. Nuclear
Engineering and Licensing Division Procedure 3.3, Revision 16,
paragraph 3.3.4.2.a, was changed to emphasize design verifier
independence requirements. The IFI was closed.

(Closed) IFI 84-34-01 - QA and HPES Questions. The IFI identified an
inspector concern regarding the need for coordination of pipe support
inspections, IEB 79-02 inspections and IEB 79-14 walkdowns. The
licensee prepared and issued WP-141, Revision 1, As-constructed Pipe
for its IEB 79-14 Program. The IFI also identified a need for
formalized QA surveillance schedules for the IEB 79-14 program. A Pipe
Hange¥ Sugvei]lance Plan was issued by QA on December 5, 1984, The IFI
was closed.

(Closed) IFI 85-06-01, Removal of Temporary Pipe Supports. The IFI
identified an inspector concern regarding procedural requirements for
removal of temporarily pipe supports. WP-110, Revision 13, Instal-
lation of Q and Non-Q Pipe Hangers and Supports, paragraph 3.7.4.5, was
changed to require erection and disassembly of temporary pipe supports
in accordance with work directives. The IFI was closed.

(Closed) IFI 85-06-02, SG "C" Surface Discontinuities. The IFI
identified round-bottomed surface discontinuities on SG "C" and
identified a need for evaluation of the noted discontinuities and
identification of an acceptance criteria. The discontinuities were
evaluated and considered acceptable by the site Westinghouse
representative and the Tlicensee. The acceptance criteria was
identified as ASME material specification SA-20. The IFI was closed.

violations or deviations were identified.
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