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Summary

Inspectian concducted Decemper 15-18

Areas Inspected: I[mplementaticn of 10 CFR 30 Appendix 8 criteria, and
appiicapie codes and standards, including: a Construction Jeficiency
Report; wela heat treatment, and welding material control. The inspection
involved 34 inspector-hours on sita.

Results: In the three areas inspected, no deviations from commitment and
two unresolved i1tems were identified.

Unresolved [tem: Followup on a Construction Jeficiency Repert - Acceptance of
a corrective action request response from a subcontractor, which did not address
the cause of conditions adverse to quality (Details Section, paragrapch 3.4.¢).

Weld Heat Treatment - [dentification (on a manufacturing process sheet for a
postweld heat treatad steam generator lateral support) of the use of 3 welding
procedure specificaticn that was not qualified for a postweld heat treatment
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appolication (Details Section, paragraph C.3.5.).
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A.

DETAILS SECTION

(Prepared by L. E. Ellershaw)

Persons Contacted

F. Cullen -~ Welding Foreman

w.

R
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¥
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Jonas - NDE Level III Examiner

Rozek - Director, Quality Assurance

Smith - Chief Planner

Smith = Chief weiding Zngineer
wos - Quality Assurance Zngineer

Follow-up On A Construction Deficiency Report (COR):

=

L]

3ackground

A COR was initiated by Duke Power Co. (Catawba Unit 1) 2n June 12,
1380, relating to defective welids being visually detected in an
equipment hatch. he equipment hatch and flange was fabricatea

Dy Lakeside Bridge & Steel Co. (L3&S), with certain welding and
NOE performed by Chicago 3ridge & Iron Co. (C3&I) 2n the flange to
oarrel section.

Obiectives

The objectives of this area of the inspection were %3 dZetarmine any
generic implications and to verify that LB&S had taken the necessary
steps to assess, correct, and preclude recurrence of the croblem.

Method of Accomp!ishment

The preceding objectives were accomplished by:

3. Review of contractual reguirements between Juke Power 23. ang
LB&S and, the reguirements passed on to C3&I by LB&S.

b. Review of correspondence between Quke and L3&S af*er the
defective welds were discovered.

o

Review of CB&I's Ultrasonic Test Praocedure, UTL, Revisien J,
dated March 12, 1979.

d. Review of (CB&I's Shep Check List and UT Examinaticn report
for the No. 1 Upper Barrel.



e. Review of NOE gqualifications for CB&I personne!l performing the
shop ultrasonic examinations (UT).

, Review of Nonconf:. mance Report No. 771-10, including recommended
disposition, which was submitted to Duke b5y L3&S5 on June 5, 1280.

g. Review of the resultant weld repair records, including veriication
of welding materials used in making the repairs.

h. Review of UT and MT (magnetic particle examination) reports after
repairs had Seen accomplished.

$. Review of Corrective Action Reguest No. 34, wnich requested
C8&I to investigate the possible causes for their failure to
detect defects during the performance of UT examination.

j.  Discussions with cognizant personnel.

£3mddy

rindings

a. Seneral

-~

Ouke Power Ccmpany notified NRC Region II Dy telephecne on June 12,
1280, that defective welds (slag inclusicns) had been ¢isually
detectea during the machining of certain weld preps. As a3 result.
Juke performec a UT examinaticn and izdentified five ireas wnich
they considered gquestionable. The welds in gquestion are in the
area Detween the upper barrel and the containment flange.

LB&S fabricated the equipment hatch, barrel halves, and flange,
including welding the equipment hatch to the upper barrel, and CB&I
welded the flanges to the barrel halves and UT examined those welds.
The configuration was sucn that radiography could not be performed.
The balance of weiding and NOE is performed in the field.

Ouke notified L3&S, who in turn, went to the site (Catawba I) %o
review Quke's findings. LB&S performed a UT examination of the

entire area. Four locations were discovered with rejectaple indi-
cations. The lower barrel to flange contained one which was 1%" long,
while the upper barrel to flange contained three which were 1%", 1",
and %" Tong. DOuke requested L34S to submit 3 Nonconformance Report
(NCR) with 3 reccmmended repair dispesition. NCR 771-10 dated June 3,
1580, was submitted by L2&S and Juke accepted the disposition aon

June 5, 1380.

LB&S requested C3&1 to accompany them %o the sita for verificaticn
ourposes. The agreement reacned at the site, was for L34S %o effect
the repairs. This was accomplished during the week of June 3, 1380.
UT and MT examinations on June 11, 1380 showed the repaireg 3reas %2
Se accseptabla.



The inspector reviewed the weld repair records, including: welder's
qualifications; welding procedure saecv‘ﬂcatxon and its gqualification,
and the weiding material qualifications. In addition, the NOE reports,
procedures and the gqualifications of the perscnnel performing the NOE
were reyviewed.

LB&S subsequently sent a Corrective Action Reguest {No. 54) dated
September 22, 1980, to C3&I, requesting a written response relative to
C8&I's assessment of the cause of the condition and their corrective
action to prevent recurrence.

CB&I's response, dated Octcber 27, 1380, and accepted sy L3&S on
November 3, 1980, addressed the fact that their UT procadure was
written in accordance with Section V of the ASME Code. They went
on further by discussing the re-examinaticns performed at the site
by both LB&S and (C3&I using a 43 cegree ana 50 cegree transducer.
C2&I's contention was that wnen using a 45 degree transducer,
three of the four indications were 3cceptabie and the fourth was
3 "borderline type defact,” wnich they accepted as meeting tne
acceptance criteria of their procedure. However, when s‘-g 3
e0 cegr2e transducer, two of the indications were *ﬂ*ef‘ao e wni’
the other two were '3 mewnat Juesticnacle because of the eng.ns
of the defects.” LB&S's positicn was that all faur indications
~sere rejectable.

Regarding corrective action, (34l stated, "Cn ‘;.-rn work, consider-
attsn will Qe given toc the use of two different angle transducers
(457 and 80" angles) for certain weld joint geometries such as

encountered on this job, even though the two angle search is not
required Sy ASME Section V, Article 5."

t would appear then, that in this case, the 30° angle transducer
was Detler suited for detacting and defining these four indications.

Reviaw 3f tne C8&I wop UT examination reports indicated the use
of a 60" angle transducer. The C3&I corrective action response
letter did not address, however, the failure of the shop 2xamination
to detect the rejectable indications, that were subsequently estab-
lished to exist by site examination with a 60" angle transducer.

[t was determined thet the only other nuclear work performed by
C8&I for LB&S, was on a steam generator sliaging base feor 5t. Lucie
2. This work was classified as non ASME. Ouring that job, .3&S
monitored the UT performed by CS&I

LB&S stated that they had monitored some MT, but no UT performed by
C8&I on the Juke job. They also cerformed a final visual axamination
cefore shipment.



b. Nonconformances

None.

- Unresaolved [tem

The ASME Code requires that conditions adverse to guality, the
Ccause of the condition, and the corrective acticn taken shall
De documented, and that these requirements snhall also extend
to the performance of a subcontractor's corrective action
measures,

Basad upon the information avajlable during this inspection
(corrective action regquest iand response), it would appear that
LB&S accepted a subcontractor's response without cttaining a
Jocumented cause for that subcontractor's failure to identify
rejectable indications during shop UT examination.

weld Heat Traatment

<
or

jectives

.

1
-
—

The cpbjectives of this area of the inspection were %0 erify that
«2&3 naad implemented the requirements far the zantral af Dostweld
neat treatment (PWHT) in accordance wita the JA Manual and appls
cible NRC and ASME Coce requirements.

LIS

2. Method of Accomplishment

The preceding objectives were accomplished by:
A Review of CA Manual Section 12, "Heat Treatment.”

b. Review of procedure No. 2.1, "Procecire and Specification For
Thermal Stress Reiifeving For P, and P, Materials."
- -

O

Review stress reltaf furnace lcad records and heat treat
charts for compcnents used in contracts C-3182 and C-93233.

d. Review records of welding procadure specifications used and
their procedure gualification records.

2. Review of welding materials used and their cartified matarial
test reports to ascertain their qualification for use in a
PWHT candition.

“h

Oiscussions with cognizant personnel.



3. Review of Manufacturing Process Sheets (MPS) used to delineata
the applicable procedures to de used, and %o provide for oper-
ation performance sign-off.

F‘ndings

i, Nonconfarmances

None.

D. Unresclved [tem

Ouring review cf the MPSs, wPSs ana PWHT Charts for the
Steam Generatcr Latera! Suppert, No. 25-0-1-2, the following
information was cttained.

MPS 25.0.1 showed that caertain weld seams had been w~elled and
subsequent PWHT had been performed. The WPSs anc welding
materials used, had been gqualified for use in the PWHT condition.

The nex* ™S for this assembly (MPS 25.0.1 X1) was issued and

it sho - 1t welcding was performed on adagitisnal seams with a
sign-of =~ of April 13, 1380. PWHT was signea-off on

April 28 Subsequent magnetic particle examination
revealed ae 3 which ~equired repair welds. These were

of a size ar cZepth which would not require PWHT. DJue %0

a previously identified problem regarding raciograpny (film

density), LB&S agreed with their customer to re-radiograph

certain areas. This revealed additional rejectable indica-

tions; thus, a repair MPS was generated (MPS 25.0.1 X2). A1l
identified, rejectable indizations were weld repaired on September 30
and October 7, 1580, using WPS 30-8-U3b, revision 3. The part then
received a PWHT on November 14, 1980.

WPS 50-8-U3b is not qualified in a PWHT condition. LB&S explained
that the wrong WPS was shown as being used, that WPS 49-3-U3b was
the one actually used. A review and comparison of the two WPSs
showed that they have icentical parameters with the exception that
one is qualified for PWHT and the other is not.

From 3 technical standpoint, there are no problems. However,
from a quality record standpoint, in which the records are

used to demonstrate compliance with various requirements,

there is a probliem. In addition, this type of problem lends
itsalf to gquestioning the adeguacy of reviaws perfarmed on MPSs
prior to their being issued to Manufacturing.



0. |Welding Materiai Contro!

A Cbjectives

The objectives of this area of the inspecticn were t3 verify that
L34S had implemented the regquirements for the contro! of welding
materials in accordance with the QA Manual and applicable NRC and
ASME Ccce requirements.

2. Method of Accomp!ishment

The preceding objectives were accomplished dy:
a. Review of QA Manual Section 10, "Welding."

b. Review of welding material issue slips with subseguent
review of associated certified material tast reports.

Cbservation of welding material storage areas, including
weld rod storage ovens.

(B

4. Oiscussicns with cognizant personnel.
3. Fingings
i Nenconfcormances
Neone.
8. Unresoglved [tems
None.
E. Exit Meeting

A meeting was held at the conclusion of this inspection on Decamper i3,
1980, with the following management representatives:

S8ehnke - Executive Vice President
Jonas = NOE Level [II Examiner
Jurevics - Vice President, Engineering
T. Rozek - Oirector, Quality Assurance
Smith - Chief Planner

T. Smith - Welding Engineer

Wattis - Vice President, Manufacturing

J. wos = QA Engineer
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e ang findings of this inspection were summarized. Management
c¢ged the statements -~slative to the finaings.
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