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Inspectisn during pericd of Cctober 20-23, 1980 (Peport Nos. 50-460/80-13 and
50-513/60-13)

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannocunced inspection by regional based inspectors
of construction activities including: Licensee action on previous inspection
findings and IF Bulletins; procedure znd quality document reviews relating to
painting of containment equipment and components; electrical and instrumentation
installatien quality implementing procedure review; and containment systems
procedure and specification review. The inspection involved 48 inspector-hours
onsite by two MRC inspectors.

Pesults: OFf the four areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or deviations
were identified in three areas; one apparent item of noncompliance was
jdentified in the area of painting of containment equipment and components

(paragraph 4.b - failure to provide adequate procurement controls for paint
to be used within the containment).
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DETAILS

Individuals Contacted

Kashington Public Power Supnly System (WPPSS)

*M, E. Withersnoon, Ouality Assyrance Manacer

*1, P, Thomas, Nenuty Proisct Mananer
*T. J. Fouchins, Profect Nuality Assuyrance Manacer
A, G, Hosler, Praiact Licensina Fnoineer

N. S, Porter, Nesion Enaireerine Supervicor

Ne J. Irwin, Senior Ouality Assurance Enaineer

J. Carson, Senior DA Enaineer

L. Cakes, Pipina Project Design Encineer

United Fraineers and Constructors (UFAC)

*G. £, McIntesh, Assistant Deputy Proiect Manacer
*E, C. Haren, Deputv Project CA Manaaer
*C. Loprete, OA Enoineer

L. Martin, Pipina Supervisor

¥, Iversen, Supervisor rower cngineering

J. A, Jones Inc. (JAJ)

~

W. Roe, DA Manager
Falder, QA Zupervisor

Ca 20

*Indicates presence at e.it interview.

Licensea ~cti

(2]

n on rrevicus roilowup ltems

(Closea) Followup item (<€0/79-07/02): The concrete expansion anchor
installation procedure did not provicde quantitative values for

1nnu11r1:y

The concrete expansion anchor installation procedure, ITI-00S,
RPevision 20, dated 2-7-2N, now includes cuantitative criteria for
the anqularity of installation. This item is closed.

-
.

Licensee fctions on If Bulletins

a. (Open) Pulletin 79-02: Pipe Suo ort Dase Plite Design Usina Concrete
Fxpansion /Anchor Bolts (ref: LE . nspection report ﬂ%. 553135779-|1,
It was previously identified that the licensee's anchor bolt
irstallation procedure did not ensire minimum embedment of
expansion anchor bolts, The licensee's installation procedure
[TI-005, Pevision 2B of 8-7-80 now requires the auality
verificaticn inspector to record the actual bolt embedment. The
minirum embedment required is given on the pipe support detail
drawinas. The inspector had no further questions on this {item.




C.

The additional licensee actione required to complete the response
to the bulletin are described in the licensee's letter to the
NRC, No. G01-80-278, dated September 25, 1980,

4%1:99d3 Bulletin 76-03A: Lonaitudinal Weld Defects in ASME
=312, 1ype J04 Stainless Steel Pipe

The licenswe's rezponse to the subject bulletin was submitted
by letter No. GO1-80-221, dated August 7, 1680, The licensee
stated that ne SA-312 or A-312, type 304 fusion welded pipe is
in use or planned for use in safety related systems at WNP-1 and 4.

(Closed) Bulletin 79-11: Fau1t¥?ﬂvercurrert Trip Device on
(Treuit Dreaker for Encineered tafety cystems

The licensee's response to the subject bulletin was submitted

by letter dated August 6, 1979 and indicated that circuit
hreakare n® the tyne 2ddressed by the bulletin were not being
useq on UNP-1/4, The licensee had taken action to inform the
NS of the problem to preciude the use of those breakers in the
redesion of the rod drive tripping function.

(Closed) Bulletin 76-24: Frozen Lines

The licensee's response to the subject bulletin was submitted by
letter lo. G01-00-258, dated September 15, 1980. The licensee's
review of designs for the WiP-1 and 4 project determined that
adequate measures had Leen taken to preciude freezing of safety
related water Tilled 1ines ouring cold weather.

(Closed) Bulletin 80-16: Misapplication of Rosemount Inc.
Modeis 1151 and ) Prossure ransmitters with either
T e h Dutput Codes

—

The licensee's response to the subject bulletin was sumitted
by letter lo. G01-80-222, dated August 7, 1980, and stated
that no Fosemount Model 1151 or 1152 pressure transmitters
with outout codes "A" or "D" are installed or planned for

use in safety related applications at WNP-1 and 4.

(Closed) Dulletin B0-15: Failures of Mercury-wetted Matrix Relays

The licensee's response to the subject bulletin was submitted by
letter to. (01-80-247, dated September 5, 1980, and stated

that no rercury-wetted relays were used in the logic matrix of
the reactor protection system for WNP-1 and 4.

(Closed) Pulletin 80-20: Failures of Vestinghouse Type W-2
Tpring Jeturn to Neutral Control w1 tches

The licencee responded to the subject bulletin by letter

No. (01-A0-251, dated September 8, 1980, and stated that

type V-2 switches were not used for WNP-1 and 4 safety related
applications.




* POOR ORIGINAL

Painting of Fauioment and Components within Containment

a. PReview of Snecifications and Procedures

The inspector examined the architact-enofneer Specification 9779-211,
Fevision N, [Nuclear Stoam Supnly Syctem (NSSS) and Fauipment
[nstallatien), Section 1D (Pefarsnce Codes and Standards) and
Cactinn %2 (Qeoyiremante for Shan Paintina of Muclear Power Plant
Fauinment and Comnenents within Contairment) and implementing
documents to datermire whather *he reniirements committed to

in the PCAR had been imnlemented. The insrector consicered the
followina in perfarming the evaluation: PSAR Section 3.12, 6.2

and 17.1, Perylatory Guide 1,54, ANSI Standards N101.2,

3 and N5.12,

LSRN ]
ivi

The followina implementina documents of the mechanical contracter,
J. A, Jores Inc., and their subcontractor for painting, H. B. Painters

.

Inc., were gxamired:

1) !. A, Jones Procedure ITI 008, Revision 01 of 2-8-80, Quality
ccntrnl of Surface Preparation and Paintina;

2) K. B, Painters inc, Procecdure, HEPP-PP-1, Pevision 0 of
J-7=17, Zurface vreparation and Shon Painting Procedure for
‘eeler and Long 0548, Keeler ana Long #9001 and Mobil Zinc #7;

3TiC

) ‘ones OA Proaram Hanual, Revision 2, Section &,
----- Irement UOCUIn ent Lontrel ana WPPSS Procecure. QAP-5,

.....

L 7
‘rf. ‘/‘_h‘/lf.

Tho Trsnector uecelmineu Wat che stancaras and PSAR commitments
"ad veneraciy ocen inciuced in the specifications and procedures.
'n rarticuiar, recuirements Tor painting, material gualification,

~ersonnel Gualification, procedural centrols, and acceptance criteria
= cliucted 1n these documents.

b, Peview of Procurement Practices

The inspector examined purchase orders issued to procure painting

materials., Two purchase crders had been issued by the subccntractor,

K. B. ”~€*'nrr Inc., and approved by the site mechanical contractor's,
A, Jeres, Inc., ouality assurance group. The inspector found

that paint ordered and received pursuant to purchase order

Mo, 1616, dated 11/19/79, did not fully meet the requirements of

the architect-enaineer's specification. This purchase order was

for "obil Zinc #7" paint. The materfal test data which M. B. Paint~

submitted to J. A, Jones on 12/4/79 demonstrated that the paint

did nnt rass the reauirec decontamination test. The specification

recuires a decontaminaticrn factor of 10; the paint had a decontamination

factor of 6.3, However, ‘% appeared that this nonconformin

condition was not recoanized by the contractor since no “hold

tars", nonconformance report or similar controis had been executed

to assure that the paint would not be used. The inspector understood

that the paint in question had not yet been used.
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In examining the background on this mattenlthe!Vpspec g

three >roblems which contrituted to this failure in procurement
controls. The first problem occurred during the precessing of

an exception to the specific bLrand of paint called out as approved
in the 2rchitect engineer's scecifization. The second problem
occurred when the procurement document was gererated wherein the
paint to be purchased was not nronerly identified. The third
problem found was tha apparent imacecuacy in review of material
certifications data wherein the failure of the paint to meet

the decontamination test recuirements was not identified although
the cata had been submitted to J. A, Jones on December 4, 197¢,
about tan months hefore this MPC inspection.

The failure of the contractor's control in procuring paint to

be used on equipment and components within the containment

aprears to be an item of noncompliance with _he quality assurance
program recuirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Paintine (coating)

of aquipment within the containment s a cuality affecting

activity requirina ocuality assurance rrogram controls. (260/20-12-01)

Further details on the above mentioned problems follow:
11 Zperoval of exception to paint approved in specification:

The architect-engineer s (Enaineer) Specification No. 9779-21

Tisted certain coating systems as approved for use, but

rarmitted other coating systems to be used provided that the

ccating 15 €T (ne same generic type, nas been tested in a

Taboratory as prescribec in ANSI N 101.2 and 5.12, can

meet The environmentai congitions delineated in the
specitication ena is approvea Dy the Engineer. This

*otion Tor én ailernate coating system was exercised

Sy the mechanical contractor via contract waiver request,
0. CUR=-Z11-039 cdated 1/22/79. This CWR requested the

use of several Dase primers including Mobil Zinc #7
Formula 13-F-12), Mobil Zinc Unfpack (formula 13-G-10)

ana Mob1l Zinc #7, (formula 13-F-10). The CWR was approved

by *ne Enginecer for the use of the 2inc based primers,

Yobil 7in. #7 (formula 12-F-10) and Mobi1 Zinc Unipack
(formula 13-G-10) but not for the other primers such as

Mobil Zinc £#7 (formula 13-F-12).

However, the inspector found during his interviews of the
persenrel involved that neither QA personnel reviewing

the contract waiver request nor the engineer approving the
waiver had assured that the material requested met the
technical requirements ( the contract specification. The
enaineer assumed the contractor via the OA approval had
checked the material acainst the requirements before
requesting the waiver., The contractor QA personnel
assumed the Engineer would check the mat.-ial against the
requirements before approving same.
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2) {deptificatinn of material on procurement document:

The insvector found that H. B. Painters' purchase

ordar MNo. 161 was written to order "Mobil Zinc #7" but
did not specify which formula. This lack of specificity
permitted various Mobil Zinc #7 formulas to be supplied,
including these which had not been approved by the
Enginser, The maint 2ctuallv received was Mobil Zinc #7
[(formula 13-F=12), a rmaterial which had not been anproved
by the Enaineer,

3) Peview of material certification data:

This problem apparently rests with the timeliness of the
review of data provided by suppliers certifying the properties
of their products. The data provided in tre certification
1etter submitted bv the paintina subcontractor to the

racranical contractor ~n 12/4/79 attested that formulas
‘T-l—TZ anc 13-G-10 of the Mobil Zinc #7 paints did not
“ullv pass the criteria established for the decontamination
test., Additionally, fermula i3-F=10 whi~h had been approvea
Ly The engineer was not adaressed in the test documents.
lowever, tnis apparent nonconTorming coniition had not been
‘dentitiea Dy the licersee nor the cont. actors at the time
oT the HRC inspection,

The above Taillures in (he contractor’'s procurement controis
demonstrate ineuequacies in the measures provided to assure
that proper waceriai are provideu ior quality arfecting
ictivities, ns stacea previously, these 7ailures appear to
Leoan item of noncompiiance with the reguiatory reauirements
=f 10 LFE 50, Appendix o.

Electrical and instrumencacion (Cables, Terminations, Components, and Systems)

a. Poview of Quality /ssurance lmplementing Procedures

Contractor documents were examined to determine whether
adequate CA plans, OA procedures, QC procedures and work
irpiementing procedures had been specified to control
ﬂ’fc"ir 1 and instrumentation installation activities. The

n nect.r considered the following in performing the evaluation:
PS sections 7.1.2, £2.3.3, 8.3.5 and 8.1.4; applicable IEEE
Stannards.cnd Pequlatory Guide 1.75. In add1t1on. the inspector
examined for compliance with commitments concerning administrative
responsibility and control contained in PSAR Sectfon 8.3.5.2
reqaraing periodic design reviews, design directives and field
reviews. The following documents were examined:
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(1) Specification 97/.-212 (Main Flectrical Contract), Pevision 117:
(a) Section 1€A: Ceneral Pecuirements
(b) Section 16D: Flectrical Pequirements

(c) Section 161: General Specification ror Flectrical
Ecuipment and Material

(d) Section 178: Supplementary Pequirements for Weldina and
HOE of Muclear Power Plant Components

(e) Section 178: Supplementary Requirements for Welding and
KCE for Structural Welding

(f) Section 52G: Ouality Assurance
(2) Drawing 9779-1-7N6097: Conduit System Notes and Details
(3) Saparation Criteria Document
(4) Drawina ©779-5-303010: Key One Line Diagram
(8) Foley/Mismer and Becker Quaiity Assurance Manual

(6) Foley/Wismer and Becker Quality Control Procedures as
follows:

(a) CCP-1: Revision and Control of Documents

(b)Y rCP-2:  Procurement

-3t Processing and Control of Nonconformances
(d) (CP-d4:  Receiving, Handling and Storage

(e} 0CP-5: Welder Qualification and Qualification of Welding
Procedures

(f) QCP-5A: Welding

{g) 0CP-58: Welding Electrode Control

(h) 0CP-6: Orientation, Training and Certification of Personnel
(i) 0CP-7: Installation of Equipment

(J) 0CP-8: Control and Calibration of Tools and Instruments

(k) 0CP-9: Installation of Paceway

(1) 0CP-15: Maintenance of Electrical Fquipment
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ml DEPLYE: Peview ard Yaintenance of Nuality Pecords
(n} CCP=17: Ceneral Mousekeeping
(o) 0CP-12: Linyid Penstrant Tnepection
‘p) 7CPL10: Certi€ication of Liouid Penetrant Inspection Personnel
‘o) 0Cpa20: Tne+allation of Fxpansion Anchors
(- QCP-26: Greuyndinna
(¢) 0CP.22: Sunnlier Selection and Control
The inspector determined that the codes and standards specified
in PSAR paraaraph 8.1.4,1 were apnronriately addressed or
referenced in supnlier contract specifications based on his
axarmiration of selected snecifications for inclusion of these
stancarcos.
Fonlev/iismer ang tecxer naa not compieted the cuality
control orecequres Tor cabie I1nstasiation and termination.
Work in tnose areas naa not bequn. ihese procegures will
ke ovemined Quring a sucsequent inspection. (460/80-13-02)

Findinas

(1} telcer Uualification

The licensee uciiizes a welder quaiification transfer
sroaram, as diiowed by AWS D1.1 (Structural Welding Code),
*a oravide & wasis Tor transfer of welder quaiification

#n a4 we.uer on-site is empioyed by different contractor.

secitication lo. 2779-218 and Foley/Wismer and Becker
cuality control procedure (CP-5 had been revised to properiy
cceouns Cor utilization of the welder qualification transfer
wronrar.  The inspecter observed, however, that the Foley/

demer and Decker cuality assurance manual procedure

“AP-9 [(Control of Special Processes) provides in paragraph 4.3
that the [lanager, Cuality Control shall verify through
performance tasts that only qualified welders are accepted.
This anparent inconsistency was brought to the attention of
the Ticensee's fuality Assurance Manager who stated that
action would be taken to resolve the inconsistency. The
insrector had no further questicns.

Inclusion of Class IFE Channels in Procedures

.
(g ]

it

The licersee rocently specified the inclusion of a channel
“¥" in the separation criteria document and specificaticn

Yo, 9779-213 as a class If electrical ciannel. This channel
is required to meet requirements o Pequlatory Guide 1.75

and 1EFE-384 (Criteria for Independence of Class IE Equipment
and Circuits). The inspector observed that channel M was not
addressed by the Foley/Mismer and Becker quality control
procedures, This was brought to the attention of licensee
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personnel who stated that the OCP's would be modified as
necessary te properly account for channel! M. The inspector
had no further questions.

(3) Inclusion of Channel Separation Inspections in Procedures

Examination of the Foley/Wismer and Becker auality control
precedures fdentified that the procedures did not include
inspection criteria to verify compliance with IFEE-384

and Requlatory Guide 1.75, as committed in the PSAR. Action

had been taken to modifv the specification. The licensee

noted that actions were planned to modify the quality control
nrocedures to irclude inspections appropriate to the commitments.
The inspector will examine those procedural modifications

durina a subsequent inspection. (460/80-13-03)

Containment Systems Procedure and Specification Review

The inspector examined the subject documents at YWNP 1/4 relative to
the commitments in PSAR paragraphs 6.2.1.6 and 6.2.2.6 (Materials),
6.2.3.2 (valve orientation), and 6.2.5.3 and 6.2.5.6 (Ccmbustible Gas
Control System-Materiais).

Commitments recaraing containment iiner material; non-metallic materials;
prohibitions for contact of stainless steei with low melting point
materials, halogens, suifur, aluminum; and Timits for 1iquid penetrant
halcgens ang suifur were Tound to nave been appropriately included in

the contract specificatr.ons examined (iios. 9779-204, 213 and 218).

Discussions with eng neering and QA personnel indicated that

valve orientations ae suppiied on drawings by UEAC engineers.

The PSR states that the use of aluminum in contairment is "strictly
centroiled” and that zinc or galvanized material is not used.

Licensee reprecentatives stated that aluminum controls are implemented
by contract specifications prohibiting aluminum for purchased material
and installaticn services. The inspector verified the inclusion of
those prohibitions in a sample of contract specifications. The licensee
determined, hewever, that specification No. 9779-42 (Class 1 Valves)

did not contain those aluminum exclusions.

The inspector determined that none of the specifications reviewed
contained exclusions for zinc and galvanized material and that galvanized
conduit, cable trays and paints containing zinc were specified for use

in contairment. Licensee representatives demonstrated that 2inc and
galvanized material in containment has been accounted for in the FSAR
sections on containment combustible gas control and noted that certain
zinc containing paints had been analyzed. The inspector observed

that the electrical contract specifies a zinc rich paint for raceway/
support repairs and that contract 9779-211 (NSSS Piping and Fquipment
Installation) specifies a zinc rich paint for use on pipe supports

and other components and equipment inside containment. Based on the
above aluminum exclusion and zinc/galvanized material determinations the
Ticensee aqreed to evaluate the exis*ing controls over these materials

in containment and appropriately verify impiementation of those controls.
(460/80-13-04)
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Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in paragraph 1)
on Cctober 23, 1080 to summarize the inspection purpose, scope and
findinos., The licensee acknowledned the apparent {tem of noncompliance
(see paraarach 2b.).



