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Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted January 28 through February 1, 1991 (Report 50-498/51-04)

fr1ec1\

Areas Inspected: Routi:*, unannounced inspection of inservice inspection (.51)
activities for Unit

Pesults: The inspector found that the nondestructive examinations specified in
The 157 examination plan for Unit 1 were, in general, being effectively
performed, One inspector followup item was identified (paragraph 2) pertaining
to the eddy current examination results from additional steam generatur tubes
(to those designated as the Technical Specification 3/4.4.5 sample) not being
incluaed as part of the Technical Specification sample for the purposs of
determining whether subsequent sampie expansion was required.

Inspection Conducted Jaruary 28 through Fe ruary 1, 1991 (Report 50-495/91-04

Areas Inspected: No inspection of Unit ¢ was conducted,

Results: Not appiicavle,




1. PERSONS CONTACTED

*M, R, Wisenburg, Plant Manager
*T, J. Jordan, Ceneral Manager, Nuclear Assurance
*A. C, McIntyre, Manager, Desion Engineering Department (DED)
*D. J. Denver, Manager, Plant Engineering Department
*M, K. Chakravorty, Director, Nuclear Safety Review board
*D, R. Keating, Director, Independent Safety Evaluation Group
*R, L, Beverly, Supervising Engineer, LED
C. Younger, Staff Engineer, DED
R. Pennanen, Level 111, DEC
*S, K. Hubbard, Quaiity Contrecl Supervisor
W. Harrison, Manager, Nuclear Licensing
A, Ayala, Supervising Li_ensing Engineering
*A, K. Khosla, Senifor Licensing Engineer
J, Haning, Staff Engineer, DED

So “west Research Imstitute, Inc. (SwRl)

>

. R. Anderson, Project Manager
M. R. Ehnstrom, Quality Assurance Represe.tative

Westinghouse Electric Corporation (Hestinghouse)
ve U, l220, Project Manager

NRC

*). 1. Tapia, Senior Resident Inspector

The inspector .1so interviswed other licensee and contractor employees during
the inspection.

*enotes attendance at exit interview conducted on February 1, 1961,

2. INSERVICE INSPECTION (73753)

The purpose of the inspection was to ascertain whether the inservice
inspectfor /i>1) examinations, including repair and replacement, of ASME
(lass ), 2, and 3 pressure retainirc components for Unit 1 are performed in
accorrance with the Technical Specifications (TSs), ASME Code Section X1, and
corre spondence between NRR and the licensee concerning relief requests,
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The inspector met with personnel from engineering, quality control (QC), and
Southwest kesearch Institute (SwRI) that were responsible for scheduling the
examinations, The inspector was informed that the ASME (lass

LCiagss
vaminations selected from the first 10-year interal

i

1, 2, and
151 program plan ard
.cheduled to be performed during 1RECS (4.e., the third refueling outage for
Unit 1) were 1isted in an "Extmination Plan Tor the 1991 - 1BE02 Inservice
Inspection” dated January 199.. Since the steam generator tube examinacions
were requirements of the TSs for Unft 1, they were listed separately in a "199]
Cutage Plan for the Inservice Inspectior Steam Generator Tubing” dated
January 1991

The inspector was informed that 0C was responsible for perfourming the visual,
lquid penetrant, and ultrasonic examinations; huwever, the ultrasonic examina-
tions for QC were limited to carbon steel materials. SwRI was responsible for
performing the vultrasonic examinations on stainless stee’ materials and c¢issi-
milar meta) weldments, Westinghouse was responsible for performing the eddy
current examinations on the steam generator tubing,

The surfece exami~ations selected were listed in the IS5] examination plan as
iould penetrant examination of IS! Weld Nos, 6-51-1107-1, -2, and 3. These
weldy were f-inch diameter pipe butt welds in the Class ¢ portion of the safety
injection (S1) system. The examinations witnessed were perforre” by a QC Level
11 examiner using the liguid penetrant method and the requirems .ts of Procedure

NPED-6.2, "Nondestructive Examination Procedure,” Revision 3. ihe inspector
verified that the examinations performed were consistent with the requirements
of the procedure in the following areas: surface cleaning and temperature,
penetrant and developer applicetion, evaluation, and certification of personnel
and penetrant materials.

The ultrasonic examinations selected were listed in the ISI examination plar

vor: (1) ISI Weld No, 31-RC-1202-9, 2 31-inch diameter pipe butt .eld in the
Class ! portion of the reactor coola~t system, (2) ISI Weld No., 31-RC-1102-1,
31-inch diameter pipe butt weld in the Class 1 portion of the reactor cooiant
system; and (3) 151 Weld No, €-Si-1107-2, a €-inch diameter pipe butt weld ir

2 portion of the SI system. The portions of the examinations witnessed

the Class ¢
were performed by a SwRI Level 1] examiner using the UT method, calibratior
block, and the SwRl procedure specified in the ISI examination plan. The Swi
orocedures specified in the 1S]1 examination plan for the above three welds were
respectively: STP-UTS54, "Manual Ultrasonic Examination of Pressure Piping
Welds of High Attenuation Materials,” Revision O, Interim Change Notice throuagh
ICN Mo, 2; STP.UT31, "Manual Ultrasonic Examination of Austenitic Fressure
Piping Welds," Revision O, Interim Change Notice through ICN No, 1; and STP-UTSZ,
"Manual Ultrasonic Examination of Similar ana Dissimilar Metal Welds in Austenitic
Piping Systems," Revisicn O, Interim Change Notice through ICN No. 1. The
inspector verified that the examinations performed were consistent with the
requirements of the procedure and the examination plan in the followin areas:
basic calitration block; calibration of equioment; angle, size, and size of

search unit: couplant mate-ia)l same as used “or calibra’' n and certitication; .
temporature of calibration block and materis| examined; examination technique;

!
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evaluation and octa recording; and personnel certification. The inspector alsc
verified that the contractor personnel reccived specific training on the
ultrasonic procedures to be used during the outage. This training was provided
by a Level 1!] examiner and documented, The inspector also noted that
surveillance of ongoing examinations was performed by the Level 111 examiner
and a SwRI QA representative.

The eddy current examinat'on of 301 steam generator tubes wes specified in the
1991 outage plan for eact ¢f two steam generators, C and D, to meet sampling
and examinatiocn requirer.nts of 15 3/4.4.5, The outage plan specified that the
tubes will be examine. full length using Westinghouse Procedure MRS 2.4.2
GEN-28, "Digital *iltifrequency Eddy Current Inspection of Preservice and
Inservice Heat Exchanger Tubing," Revision 4. During eddy current examination
of Steam Generator D, the inspector wi‘nessed the full "¢ . *h examination of
two tubes, The inspector verified that the eddy currer. . sbe wes inserted
into the tubes identified 25 24-11 and ¢8-46 ir Steam Gener tor D from the hot
leg completely around the U-bend ana out the cold lec end, The probe was then
pulled through each tube while the vo”, current examination data was collected
and recorded on Tape No, 09, The exeminations were perforred using

Procedure MRS 2.4.2 GEN-26 and the MIZ-1lA eddy cu:ont 2. amination data
collection equipment, The data collector and data evaluators were certified by
Westinghouse for perfurming eddy current examination, The eddy current
examination data collection equipment calibration was verified as being current,

During review of the eddy current program, the inspector was informed that
three tubes were inadvertently examined by Westinghouse thet wers not included
in the 1991 outage plan. The staff engineer coordinat1ng the eddy current
examinations indicated that these tubes would not be included as part of the TS
sample. Therefore, 1f defective, a nonconformence report would be generated
but that the TS sample expension requirements weuld not apply. The inspector
expressed concern that this interpretation rid not appear to be consistent with
the wording of the TS, The i~nspector contacted NRR for assistance in the
interpretation of the TS, wRR inu..ated that inadvertently examined tubes
should be included in th. TS sample. Since generic guidance on this issue was
not known to exist, NOr suggested that the licensee be informed to contac® the
NRR project manager for the STP facility for assistance in the interpretation
of the TS requirements. The inspector informed the licensee of the conversation
with PP and requested that an engineering review of all previously examinea
tubes be performed on the Unit 1 and ¢ steam generators. This reviex was
performed and documented in a memorandum to the Manager, Design Engineering
Department dated Februar;, 1, 1991. The rzmorandum documented that the evaluation
of a1l previous eddy current examinations, performed to date in both units,
were in compliance with the TS and no semple expansion was required, The
licensee has indicated that their pesition un various issues reiated to steam
generator inspections will be formalized end presented to NRC for resolution,
‘his 1ssue 15 considered an inspector followup item. (498/9104-01)



3. EXIT INTERVIEMW

An exit interview wss conducted on February 1, 1991, with those personnel
denoted in paragraph 1 in which the inspection findings were summarized, No
fnformation was presented 1o the inspectnr that was i1dentified by the licensee
as proprietary.



