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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Q OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION I

,

50-443/80-03
Report No. 50-444/80-03

50-443
Docket No. 50-444

CPPR-135
License No. CPPR-136 Priority Category A--

Licensee: Public Service Company of New Hampshire

1000 Elm Street

Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

Facility Name: Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Sea 5 rook, New Hampshire

Inspection Conducted: February 26-26, 1980

Inspectors: b kwe,
A. C. Cerne, Reactor Inspector date

date

4 , date

Jh/Approved by: , jurA,
Or. W. McGaugby, Chief, Prbjects Section ' dater

RC&ES Branch

Inspection Summary:

Inspection on February 26-28, 1980 (Report No. 50-443/80-0??
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by one regional based inspector
of stainless steel welding and weld rod controls, stud welding procedures and
controls, and plant inspection tours. The inspection involved 15 inspector-hours
onsite by one regional based inspector.
Results: Of the three areas inspected, two apparent items of noncompliance were
identified in one area (Infractions - failure to conduct a required stud welding
inspection, paragraph 3b; and failure to control changes to assure revision of
affected contractor procedures, paragraph 3a).
Inspection on February 26-28, 1980 (Report No. 50-444/80-03)

! Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by one regional based inspector
of stud 'velding procedures and controls and a plant inspection-tour. The inspec-
tion involved 5 inspector-hours onsite by one regional based inspector.
Results: Of the two areas inspected, one apparent item of noncompliance was iden-
tified in one area (failure to control changes to assure revision of affected con-
tractor-procedures, paragraph 3a).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Yankee Atomic Electric Company (YAEC)

F. W. Bean, QA Engineer
D. L. Covill, QA Engineer
W. J. Gagnon, QA Engineer

*J. H. Herrin, Construction Manager
*G. F. Mcdonald, Jr. , QA Engineer (Westborough)
*W. J. Miller, QA Manager (Westborough)
*J. W. Singleton, Field QA Manager

United Engineers and Constructors (UE&C),

R. A. Konntz, Welding Superintendent
*T. P. Vassallo, OA Supervisor, Civil / Structural
L. R. Wade, Assistant Field Superintendent of QA

Perini Power Constructors (Perini)

P. Antonich, Assistant Supervising QA Engineer I

E. Kavanaugh, Liaison Engineer |
J. McLaughlin, Document Control Chief '

F. Piscionere, Welding Superintendent
A. Schroeder, QA Welding Inspector

.

Pullman-Higgins (Pullman)

M. Butterfield, QA Welding Specialist
R. Davis, Field QA Manager
R. Donald, QC Supervisor
C. Lyon, QC Welding Inspector

* Denotes those present at the exit interview.

2. Plant Tours (Units 1 and 2)

The inspector observed work activities in progress, completed work and
plant status in several areas of the plant during general inspection of
the plant. The inspector examined work for any obvious defects or noncom-
pliance with regulatory requirements or license conditions. Particular
note was taken of presence of quality control inspectors and quality con-
trol evidence such as inspection records, material identification, noncen-
forming material identification, housekeeping and equipment preservatten.
The inspector interviewed craft personnel, supervision, and quality inspec-
tion personnel as such personnel were available in the work areas.
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The inspector particularly noted the condition and location of various
temporarily stored material supplies within containment. The temporary,
in place storage condition of stainless steel piping spool pieces wts
spot-chacked throughout the equipment vault area. A YAEC Field QA Sur-
veillance Report and Deficiency Report (DR No. 45) were reviewed to deter-
mine that certain storage practices potentially adverte to quality had
been previously identified and corrective action initiated by the licensee
QA surveillance program. The inspector also randomly examined the condi-
tion of various items installed for embedment in some concrete pours
scheduled for placement in the near future.

No items of noncompliance were identified; however, one item re w ins
unresolved as discussed below.

The inspector noted the use of power strut material as a temporary support /
restraint system for embedded conduit before and during concrete placement.
The shape of these embedded power struts does not lend itself to the flow
of concrete into the full channel volume. Since ACI 318 specifically
addresses the utilization of such items, where it must be assumed that a
volume of concrete has been displaced, the inspector inquired into the
engineering analysis and approval of such a system on a job generic basis.
Pending review of the engineering justification for the use of power struts
in this application, this item is unresolved (443/80-03-01).

3. Stud Welding (Units 1 and 2) -

The inspector reviewed +f e following documents relative to the conduct and
inspection of onsite scud welding activities, other than those on the con-
tainment liner:

UE&C Material and Process Requirements, MPS-3, Revision 1--

Perini Field Civil Construction Procedures, FCCP-156, Revision 1; and--

FCCP-157, Revision 4, with Interim Procedure Change IPC 2.

Perini Quality Assurance Procedure, QAP 10.14, Revision 1, with IPC 1,--

2, and 3.

Compliance of the above procedures with the applicable requirements of
AWS D1.1-75 was verified. QA inspection criteria were evaluated for ade-
quacy in covering the workmanship and testing parameters essential to
quality stud welding.

The inspector randomly chose the stud welds on two AP156 embed plates,
available for installation in the field, to determine if applicable require-
ments were being met. The authority to weld studs to these plates was iden-
tified in UE&C Engineering Change Authorization ECA 011373A (February 8,
1980), while specific details as to stud location were provided by ECA
010781B (October 19, 1979) and UE&C Drawing F101698, Revision 5.

.
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a. The inspector noted an apparent conflict between the actual location
of the studs and the general location requirements of IPC 2 to FCCP-157.
Further discussion revealed not only that IPC 2 to FCCP-157 was pre-
sently in error, but also that this procedure had been in error since
October 19, 1979 when the issuance of ECA 0107818 had changed the appli-
cable requirements in the UE&C governing document, MPS-3. The inspec-
tor also determined that until a change in the format of the " Stud
Welding Inspection Report" was effected on January 24,1980,QA
inspection had no reference to the correct stud location criteria
of the revised MPS-3.

The inspector inquired as to how an incorrect procedure could exist
some four months after the change to a governing document had been
issued. He reviewed Perini FGCP-2, Revision 4, which provides for
the control of changes where the change (e.g.: ECA, SAC, etc. ) refer-
ences the affected documents, but was informed that there existed no
procedural mechanism in the Perini document control program to assign
responsibility and assure that changes to governing documents would
be posted in affected procedures in a timely manner. It was also
learned that other contractor document control programs may also be
deficient in this same area. This failure to provide for the control
of changes to assure that all affected contractor procedures are modi-
fied to reflect current applicattle requirements is a noncompliance
with regard to Criterion VI of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (443/80-03-02
and 444/80-03-01).

The inspector did note that certain individuals of both UE&C and
Perini had taken action to initiate the required procedural changes
in a timely manner, but because these actions were over and above
their assigned responsibility, the followup necessary to effectively
assure the final posting of the revisions was lacking.

b. The inspector reviewed a number of stud welding inspection reports for
coverage of the criteria specified in the latest edition of Perini
QAP 10.14. He determined that various criteria require inspection
before or during the actual stud welding operation. Discussion with
the licensee revealed that the intent of this inspection program is to
establish the acceptability of site-welded studs before the embed items
are released for installation. However, a stud welding inspection report
was available for only one (report dated February 20,1980) of the two
AP 156 plates referenced above. An inspection of the stud welds on the
other plate had apparently not been conducted, even though this embed had
been installed in the formwork being prepared for concrete placement. Also,
a subsequent stud weld inspection of this plate by a QA Inspector on
February 28, 1980 revealed a nonconforming condition resulting in the
generation of a Perini nonconformance report. This failure to conduct
a stud welding inspection required by QAP 10.34 is a noncompliance
with regard to criterion V of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (443/80-03-03).
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4. Stainless Steel Welding and Weld Rod Controls (Unit 1)

a. Purchase Requirements

The inspector reviewed the following documents to verify that purchase
specifications for stainless steel material and weld filler rods pre-

. scribed technical requirements in compliance with Regulatory Guides
(RG) 1.31, Revision 1, and 1.44; AWS Specifications AS.4 and A5.9;
ANSI Standard N45.2.13; and other Seabrook Station PSAR commitments.

UE&C Nuclear QA Manual, ASME Section III, Division 1, Procedure--

3-D, December 20, 1979

UE&C Weldiing Specification WS-1, Revision 6.--

UE&C Material and Processing Specification MPS-1, Revision 5.--

UE&C Specification 9763-006-248-1, Revision 3.--

Pullman Procedure IV - 14, Revision 2.--

Pullman Purchase Specificacions IV - 502, Revision 1, and--

IV-507, Revision 2.

A UE&C Field Purchase Order Requisition No. 5735 (December 11,1979)
was checked for certification to ASME III requirements and the cor-,

responding UE&C Receiving Inspection Report (R2912), indicating
receipt of E308-16 electrodes, was examined for a record of the
results of a chemical analysis and a delta ferrite determination.
An additional PSAR commitment requiring preparation of ferrite deter-
mination pads onsite to further establish the acceptability of delta
ferrite in the stainless filler material was noted in a UE&C proce-
dure in its final review and approval stages. The inspector also spot
checked a stainless steel material test report for evidence of solu-
tion anneal heat' treatment with water quench to avoid sensitization
problems.

| No items of noncompliance were identified.

!- b. Stainless Steel Welding

The inspector observed some stainless steel welding on field weld F0301
of the Safety Injection System piping indicated on isometric drawing
SI-250-03, Revision 0. He checked the Pullman Weld Rod Stores
Requisition No. 038973 and noted proper hot box field storage of the
covered electrodes. The applicable Welding Procedure Specification

. WPS 24-III-8-KI-12, Revision 2, was compared to its Procedure Qualiff-
cation Record PQR 106, Revision 1, with regard to ASME Section IX'

,
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requirements for specification of the welding variables. The
inspector interviewed the welder, the fitter, the QC inspector,
and various QA and QC supervisors and examined the Pullman Field
Weld Process Sheet for this weld to assure that welding was being
accomplished in accordance with specification requirements. The
following documents were reviewed relative to-the above:

Pullman General Welding Standard GWS-III, June 25, 1979--

Pullman Procedures JS-VIII-3, Revision 3; and VI-5, October 29,--

1979

Pullman Documents PH001, August 10, 1979; and WI-005, July 31,--

1979

Pullman Standard Welding Tests SW-2, April 20, 1979; and SW-10,--

April 30, 1979

No items of noncompliance were identified; however, one item remains
unresolved as discussed below.

An interview revealed that the welder was neither checking weld inter-
pass temperatures, nor had he any means (e.g., tempil stick) for doing
so. He also indicated that he was using the Field Weld Process Sheet
data as a reference for his welding process parameters and that he
had not seen the applicable WPS. The inspector discussed this with
licensee personnel and was informed that each welding inspector has
available in the work area a complete set of WPS for reference by
the welders. Also, a Pullman Weld Monitoring Procedure X-10, which
establishes the method by which the WPS parameters are monitored
during production welding, is currently in the review for approval
stage. The inspector was also provided evidence, in the form of the
results of a review of final stainless steel pipe weld process sheets,
that interpass temperatures were being checked and was shown a Pull-
man Interoffice Correspondence, issued February 27, 1980, which
emphasized the need for distribution of tempil sticks to the welders.

Since adequate controls of any welding process lie first with the
welder, the importance for the welder to have the instructions and
tools necessary to assure that his welding is procedurally correct
cannot be overemphasized. Thus, the availability of the WPS at
the QC welding inspector station does not obviate the need for the
welder to have with him, as a minimum, some specification of all
essential variables to his particular welding process. The inspec-
tor questions whether the Field Weld Process Sheet totally fulfills
this need.

Pending appraval and implementation of Pullman Weld Monitoring Pro-
cedure X-10 and further review by the NRC as to the adequacy of the

:
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welding specifications available to the welder at each weld location,
this item is unresolved (443/80-03-04).

5. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of noncompli-
ance, or deviations. An unresolved item disclosed during the inspection
is discussed in Paragraphs 2 and 4b.

6. Exit Interview

At the conclusion of the inspection on February 28, 1980, a meeting was
held at the Seabrook Station site with representatives of the licensee.
Attendees at this er~ ting included personnel whose names are indicated by
notation (*) in parouraph 1. The inspector summarized the results of the
inspection as described in this report.
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