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Inspection Summary:

Inspection on February 25-28, 1980 (Report No. 50-382/80-03)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of construction activities
related to a previous inspection finding; observation of completed concrete
repairs on the Containment Shield Building; and observation of welding of
safety-related piping. The inspection involved forty-eight inspector-hours
by two NRC inspectors.
Results: Of the two areas inspected, one item of noncompliance was identified
in one area (infraction - failure to follow inspection procedures - paragraph
4).
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DETAILS

i

1. Persons Contacted

Principal Liceneee Employees

*T. Gerrets, QA Manager
*B. Brown, QA Engineer
C. Chatelain, QA Engineer

*B. Toups, QA Engineer Technician

other Personnel

R. Hartnett, QA Site Supervisor, Ebasco
J. Gutierrez, QA Engineer. Ebasco
S. H. Horton, QA Engineer, Ebasco
J. T. Friscia, Civil Engineer, Ebasco;

R. Carroll, Superintendent, Tompkins-Beckwith

The IE inspectors also interviewed other licensee and contractor personnel
including members of the engineering and QA/QC staffs.

* Denotes those attending the exit interview.

2. Site Tour

The IE inspectons walked through various construction and storage areas
to observe construction activities in progress and to inspect the general
state of cleanliness and adherence to housekeeping requirements.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

3. Reactor Building Dome

a. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Unresolved Item (50-382/79-17): Inability to determine,
f rom Fegles Power Service Corporation drawing entitled " Map of
Shield Wall 52-B," which of the reinforcing steel bars cut during
the coring process were horizontal and which were vertical. Also
a part of the unresolved item was the identification by the IE

| inspector of one horizontal reinforcing steel bar which had not
been addressed in the engineering disposition of the construction,

| deficiency.
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Through discussions with the Ebasco Site Civil Engineer and a review
of drawing No. LOU-1564-G-522, Revision 1, " Reactor Building Dome
Reinforcing," it was determined that the reinforcing steel bars cut
in vertical core holes No. 6V, 8V, 9V and 10V were dome radial bars.
The Ebasco engineering disposition of the construction deficiency
(Nonconformance Report No. W3-1576) did not require that these bars
be Cadwelded since the cuts occurred in the area where the bars
ended. The engineer indicated that sufficient development length
(the length of embedment needed to anchor the bar) had been addressed
and was found to have been maintained. The Fegles drawing is being
revised to indicate the orientation of the cut reinforcing steel bars.

The horizontal bar which had previously not been included in the
engineering evaluation of the repair process was addressed by Ebasco
Engineering in Attachment 13 to NCR No. W3-1576. This bar was cut
where it forms a lap splice with another bar. An engineering analysis
discounting the presence of the cut bar entirely, by Ebaso Engineering,
showed that the cross-sectional area of reinforcing steel required by
ACI Code 318 was less than that provided. The IE inspector reviewed
the engineering calculations contained in Ebasco Calculation Book,
" Reactor Building Shield Structure," and those provided by the Ebasco
Site Civil Engineer.

Based on the results of this inspection of the actions taken to address
the unresolved item of NRC Report No. 50-382/79-17, the item is con-
siuered resolved.

b. Evaluation of Concrete Repairs

The IE inspector reviewed documentation of the concrete repair and
of the microseismic evaluation of placement No. 521-1B. The final
report on the concrete repairs included both a drawing showing the
test grid pattern used and photographs of the pulse echo test read
outs. In addition, the IE inspector viewed the cores taken from
the completed wall repairs for the purpose of verifying bond between
the repair shotcrete and the wall. Eight cores were taken for bond
verification and one was used for in-situ strength evaluation. One
three inch diameter core was tested in compression and resulted in a
value of 9,660 pounds per square inch (psi). This value is well above
the required design requirement.

Ten 2-3/4 inch diameter cylinders taken from five test panels of shot-
crete were also tested for compressive strength. The compressive
strength test reports were reviewed and found to indicate strengths
in excess of the 4,000 psi strength required at 28 days.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified during this ;

portion of the inspection.
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4. .Saferv-Related Piping - Observation of Welding Activities

The IE inspector observed work in progress on three Component Cooling
piping joints and visually inspected one completed joint on the same
system. All four joints were selected f rom drawing No. 8469-2516-R,
isometric sketches 1, 5 and 8. Field weld FW-6 on isometric #1 was
in the process of being cleaned prior to fitting and tack welding. The
traveler package at the job site appeared to be complete and correct
for all previously accomplished steps. QC personnel were present and
were monitoring the preliminary fit-up of the joint. 1sometric #8, field
weld FW-2 was observed to have been fitted and the root pass and first hot
pass had been deposited. The weld configuration and penetration appeared
to be adequate and no discrepancies were noted in the accompanying docu-
mentation. Field weld FW-3, also on isometric #8, was being fitted and
tack welded at the time of the IE observation.

The traveler package was checked for completeness and agreement with the
present phase of production. The welder's identification was checked
against the current welder's qualification list and verification was made
of the correct weld filler material. All appeared to be in compliance
with ASME Code requirements and weld procedure WP-1.7, Revision 8.

A visual inspection of field weld FW-2 on isometric #5 of drawing 8469-
2516-R and the attendant traveler package disclosed a deficiency in the
present inspection system. Final inspection of piping welds is currently
being accomplished in two stages: Tompkins-Beckwith (T-B) inspectors
perform a visual inspection followed by nondestructive examination (NDE)
performed by Peabody personnel. If a particular joint is accepted visually
but NDE requires repair or reworking, the present system has no provision
to alert the T-B inspectors that the weld surface has been altered and
another visual inspection is necessary.

FW-2 on isometric #5 was accepted by a T-B visual inspector and also by
a Peabody liquid penetrant inspector. Both inspections were completed
on February 26, 1980. IE examination revealed a ground-out area approxi-
mately four inches long in the area of the veld edge and in the heat-
affected zone. A liquid penetrant indication was apparently removed but
not properly blended into the adjacent base metal and weld. A surface
was created perpendicular to the piping 0.D. and the full height of the
weld reinforcement. The resultant corner is very sharp and should be
classed as a potential stress riser. The penetrant inspection was accepted
by Peabody but no further blending or inspection was performed.

Tompkins-Beckwith visual inspection procedure, TBP-26 Revision H, clearly
states, in Section 6. the acceptable and rejectable surf ace conditions.
If proper sequencing of inspections had been provided for in the inspection
procedures, this condition could not have been accepted. All welds accepted
under the present two-inspector system could possibly have required in-process
surface rework. As these minor surface anomlies are corrected and reinspected
immediately, no documentation is maintained of their having been performed
or the need for another visual inspection.
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The acceptance of this weld is not in agreement with the requirements of
the procedure TBP-26 and 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V. This is an
infraction.

5. Exit Interview

The IE inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in paragraph
1) at the conclusion of the inspection on February 28, 1980. The IE

i inspectors sumarized the purpose and the scope of the inspection and
the findings.
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