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SUMMARY

Inspection on December 13-16, 1982

Areas Inspected

| This routine, unannounced inspection involvea 29 inspector-hours on site in the
areas of inspection and repair activities associated with IE Bulletin 82-03.

Results

! Within the area inspected, one apparent violation was found (violation - Failure
| to Follow PrewOres for control of Procedure Changes, paragraph 5.b.(1)).
!
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-REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*H. Nix, Plant Manager
*T.-Green, Assistant Plant Manager
*C. Jcnes, Assistant Plant Manager
.C. Miles, QA Field Supervisor
*C. Belflower, QA Site Supervisor
*D. McCusker, QC Supervisor
*S. Tipps, Superintendent of Regulatory Compliance
*J. Watson, Senior QA Field Representative
R. Godby, Engineer

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen, tech-
nicians, QC persor:r.el, security force members, and office personnel.

Other Organizations

J. Agold, ISI Lead NDE Inspector, Southern Company Services (SCS)
D. Harvey, Level III Examiner, Lambert, MacGill and Thomas (LMT)
T. Oliver, Repair Coordinator, NUTECH Engineers, Inc. (h0 TECH)
W. Hawley, The Great Atlantic and Pacific Pipe Welding and Construction

Company, Inc. (GAPC0)
T. Schuetz, Welding Engineer, NUTECH
J. Sopp, QA/QC Administrator, NUTECH
L. Finney, Welding Engineer, NUTECH

NRC Resident Inspector

*P. Holmes-Ray

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on December 16, 1982, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. Relative to the violation,
the licensee questioned whether a violation had occurred since no production
welding had started at the time of the procedure violation. The inspector |

stated that a violation of the procedare control procedure did occur since
the welders were in the process of welding qualification samples using on
unofficial change to procedure HNP-6914. The licensee had no other dis-
senting comments.

(0 pen) Inspector Followup Item 321/82-41-01, Review of Site WPS for Overlay
Welding, paragraph 5.a.(1).
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(0 pen) Violation 321/82-41-02, Failure to Follow Procedure for Control of
Procedure Changes,. paragraph 5.b.(1)

(0 pen) Inspector Followup Item 321/82-41-03, Clarification of PT Procedure,
paragraph 6.a.

(0 pen) Inspector Followup Item 321/82-41-04,' Clarification of RT Procedure, -

paragraph 6.b.

(0 pen) Inspector Followup Item 321/82-41-05, Review of Indication Disposi-
tion Records for Weld 1B31-1RC-28-14, paragraph 7.a.

(0 pen) Inspector' Followup Item 321/82-41-06, Documentation of Problem with
SwRI Disposition of Indications, paragraph 7.b.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identified during this inspection.

5. Welding (Overlay of RHR and RECIRC Piping) (55700B)

The inspector examined the licensee's welding practices and procedures as
indicated below relative to overlay of the RHR and RECIRC piping welds to
determine whether these activities were in conformance with regulatory
requirements and applicable industry codes. The Section XI Repair Program
specifies that the repair be performed under the 1980 Edition, W81 Addenda
of ASME Section XI and that the welding be performed in accordance with ASME
Section III, 1974 Edition, S75 Addenda,

a. The inspector reviewed the following welding documents relative to the
repair:,

GP Procedure HNP-1-10174, Revision 0, " Weld Overlay Repair Proce--

dure"

- NUfECH GPC-04-102, Revision 0, "Section XI Repair Program"

- GAPC0 WPS W-8/8-0L-1, Revision 0, "GTAW Machine Welding of Pipe
Overlay"

- GAPC0 GWPS-GTAW, " General Welding Procedure Specification for the
Tungsten Inert Gas Arc Process"

GAPC0 PQR Q-8/8-CM-1-

. _ _ .
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The documents were reviewed for compliance with applicable codes,
standards, and licensee requirements in the areas of:

- Essential and nonessential variables of ASME Section IX as
modified by Section III;

- Materials used for procedure qualification; and

- Testing of qualification test assembly.

During review of the above documents, the following problems were
identified:

(1) The inspector questioned the licensce relative to what QA program
NUTECH was working under. The licensee stated that NUTECH was
working under their own QA program. When the inspector requested
to see NUTECH's QA program, NUTECH stated that they were working
under the site's QA program. Further reviewing of this problem by
the licensee revealed that NUTECH would have to work under the
site QA program as NUTECH's QA program was not written for field
work. This presented another problem in that, in accordance with
ASME Section IX, if the work was performed under the site QA
program, the welding procedure would have to be qualified and
issued under the site QA program. The decision was made to issue
a site welding procedure based on an existing Georgia Power
procedure qualification. The procedure will be compatible with
GAPC0 welding equipment and parameters. GAPC0 will only furnish
equipment and personnel to work under the site QA program. The
site welding procedure was not complete in time for review prior
to the end of the current inspection. Therefore, in order to
review the site welding procedure, this item is identified as
inspector followup item 321/82-41-01, Review of Site WPS for
Overlay Welding. It should be noted that at the time this problem
was identified, the licensee was still in the process of working
out the details of the repair program and had not started any
production welding.

(2) In reviewing WPS W-8/8-0L-1, the inspector noted that the proce-
dure required recording certain preheat and interpass temperature
measurements. However, procedure HNP-1-10174, which provided for
documentation of weld inspections, did not make provisions for
recording these preheat and interpass temperature measurements.
When questioned relative to this omission, the licensee made an
immediate revision to procedure HNP-1-10174 to correct this
problem.

b. The inspector reviewed two welder qualificatier. records and observed
one welder in the process of qualifying. Qualification activities were
examined for compliance with ASME code requirements. The following

; problems were identified:

-
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'(1) During observation of the welder in process'of qualifying, the
inspector requested a copy of the administrative procedure being
used for the qualification. A one page NUTECH document entitled
" Welder Qualification NUTECH/GAPC0" was presented to the
. inspector.- This one page' document, which was not signed,
specified that welders be qualified in accordance with Hatch Plant

. procedure HHP-6914 with a list of changes and exceptions. :As
t noted in paragraph a.(1) above, there was confusion about.whichLQA
4 -program NUTECH was working under. However,. regardless of which- QA

program applied,'the change to the Hatch procedure was not.

accomplished in accordance with paragraph C. of: site procedure
'

HNP-9,' Revision 20, " Procedure Writing, Use and Control", which>

requires approval, issue and control of procedures, and procedure:
revisions in accordance with HNP-9. This failure to follow-,

procedures for control of procedure changes is considered to be in1

violation of Technical Specification 6.8.2 which requires review
by the PRB and approval by the plant manager of procedure changes-:

t prior to implementation. This violation is identified as item
number 321/82-41-02, Failure to Follow Procedures for Control of-

; Procedure Changes. It should be noted that production welding had
~

-not started, but welder qualification in accordance with an
unreviewed and unapproved procedure change was in process.

, (2)- During review of the welder qualification records, the inspector
i noted that the. records did not indicate the size and thickness of-

the test assembly used. For a welding operator, the code does not
,

i- clearly require this information. Hewever, for clarification,-
: NUTECH agreed to add the iniormation to the welding operator'

qualification records.

; c. The inspector reviewed the receiving inspection records consisting of
the " Material Inspection Request" 82-1177 and the " Certification of

| fests" for heat number 3932-57, 308-L weldir.g wire.
.

' Within the areas inspected, one violation, as detailed in paragraph b.(1),
was identified. No other violations or deviations were identified.

6. Nondestructive Examination (NDE) (0verlay of RHR and RECIRC Piping) (57700B)

The inspector examined the licensee's NDE practices and procedures as
indicated relative to overlay of the RHR and RECIRC piping welds to
determine whether these activities were in conformance with regulatory
requirements and applicable industry codes. The Section XI Repair Program
specifies that NDE be performed under the 1980 Edition, W81 Addenda of ASME

,

.
Section XI in accordance with the following codes:

e

Baseliac UT - Section XI, 1980 Edition, W81 Addenda-

-- PT - Section XI, 1980 Edition, W81 Addenda
;

-
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- RT - Section~III, 1980 Edition,-W81 Addenda

a. The inspector reviewed Georgia Power liquid penetrant (PT) procedure
HNP-6918, Revision 5, " Liquid Penetrant Examination Procedure", in the
areas of:

Test Method-

- Brand names and types of penetrant materials

- Control of halogens in penetrant materials

- Surface preparation

- Minimum drying time

- Penetrant application and penetration time

- Surface temperature

-- Methods of penetrant removal

- Methods of surface drying

Method of developer application and time between penetrant removal-

and developer application

- Examination techniques and time after developer application until
final interpretation

- Techniques for evaluation and acceptance standards

- Reporting results

- Procedure requalification requirements

During review of the above procedure, the following problems were
identified:

(1) The procedure does not clearly specify that it is only to be used
between 60 F and 125 F.

(2) The procedure does not give the definition of a rounded versus
linear indication.

(3) The procedure paragraph addressing nonrelevant indications is not
clear.

1
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(4) As noted above, the applicable code for PT is ASME Section XI,
1930 Edition, W81 Addenda. Procedure hhp-6918, referenced for the -
overlay welding, is written to ASME fection III,1974 Edition, S75
Addenda.

The licensee agreed to clarify the PT procedure in the above areas.
This procedure will be reviewed in the above areas during a future
inspection. This a;atter is identified as inspector followup item
321/82-41-03, Clarification of PT Procedure. It should be noted tha',

the PT procedure has not yet been used for the overlay welding,

b. The inspector reviewed Chicago Bridge and Iron Company (CB&I) radio-
graphic (RT) procedure-RT-9, Revision 2, "100% Radiographic Examination
Procedure for Pipe Welds", in the areas of:'

- ' Type of material ._

- Material thickness range

- Type of radiation source and size or strength

Film brand or type-

- Minimum source to film distance-

- Blocking or masking technique

- Intensifying screens and filters

- Qualification requirements

- Surface condition

Processing requirements-

- Quality of radiographs

- Film density limits

- Radiograph identification

- Location markers

- Testing for back scatter
,

- - Geometrical unsharpness limitations

- Selection of penetrameter

- Evaluation and disposition of radiographs

.
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During review of_.the above procedure, the inspector noted that the
procedura'is wr'tten to ASME Section III, 1977 Edition, W79 Addenda.
Asinoted above, the applicable code for RT is ASME Section III, 1980'

' Edition, W81-Addenda. The -licensee agreed to. clarify' the RT proceoure-

in this area'. - The RT procedure will be reviewed in this area during a-

.

. future - inspection. This matter is identified as inspector followup
item 321/82-41-04,' Clarification of RT Procedure. It should'be noted

! - that .the RT procedure has not yet been used for the overlay welding. -

Within the. area inspected,'no violations or deviations were identified.

7. IE Bulletins
4

(0 pen) IEB 82-BU-03, Stress Corrosion Cracking in Thick-Wall, Large-
~

- Diameter, Stainless Steel, Recirculation System Piping at.BWR Plants. See
_

,.

RII Reports 50-321/82-34 and 50-321/82-37 for previous inspections of this-

. Bulletin. The inspector examined the following during the current inspec-
tion:

.

; - a. As noted_in RII Report 50-321/82-37, a 5" linear circumferential
indication was reported at weld IB31-1RC-28A-14. After further
inspections, the licensee determined that the indication was a,

j geometric indication rather than a rejectable linear indication. This
^

conclusion was based on:

(1) In attempting to measure thru wall dimensions on the indication,
LMT determined that the indication was not a crack based on:*

I (a) The UT display was not indicative of a crack.

(b) There were numerous othe indications identical in signal and
location to the 5" indication. At the time the indication

.
was reported, the other indicatic.1 had not been evaluated.

| In evaluating all of the indications, the construction
radiographs were reviewed. The radiographs revealed that the-
weld root was off center. Taking into account the location

|- of the root in plotting the indications, including the 5"
indication, the location was plotted to be at the counterbore-

taper ra;ner than in the weld heat affected zone.
;

(c) The 60 inspection did not confirm the indication to be a,

i crack-like indication.

(2) Independent of LMT, SwRI, who had originally identified the 5"1

indication, re-looked at the indication while in the process of
dispositioning the other indications in the weld. SwRI came to

: the same conclusion relative to the indication as LMT.
;

I

!
t
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(3) SCS Level III' examiner, who inspected Nine Mile Point cracked*

blocks, reviewed the LMT and SwRI data and concurred with their
findings. The inspector expressed concern that the above
disposition be recorded in detail in the inspection records. This
matter is identified as inspector followup item 321/82-41-05,
Review of Indication Disposition Records for weld 1B31-1RC-28A-14.

b. Since the last inspection, the licensee reported linear indications in
RHR weld 1E11-1RHR-248-R-13. Since it had previously been reported
that RHR inspections were completed and that only 1 RHR weld (IEll-
1RHR-20B-D-3) had rejectable indications, the inspector questioned the
licensee's contractor (SCS) relative to the indications in weld 13.

SCS stated that the new indications were a result of SCS's Level III
review of SwRI data, SCS had questions relative to a number of welds
where indications had been dispositioned as geometry. As a result, SCE
had LMT re-inspect 9 circumferential welds and 2 longitudinal welds out
of a total of 16 circumferential and 11 longitudinal welds inspected by
SwRI. This re-inspection revealed rejectable linear indications
(confirmed by RT) in the above weld 13 and questionable indications in
weld 1E11-1RHR-24A-R-14, which will be RT inspected at a later date.

The inspector stated that the above problem with SwRI's disposition of
indications should be documented in the inspection records. This
matter is identified as identified as inspector followup item 321/8?-
41-06, Review Ccmmentation of Problem With SwRI Dispcsition of Indi-
cations.

c. The licensee had shot some information radiographs to verify UT
indications. The inspector reviewed the following RT film.

(1) Weld 1E11-1RHR-24B-R-13: RT film confirmed UT indications

(2) Weld IB31-1RC-22AM-1BC-1: UT indications could not be confirmed

(3) Weld 1831-1RC-22BM-4: RT confirmed UT indications

(4) Weld IB31-1RC-22BM-1: RT confirmed UT indications

d. The licensee had performed a study, using a Nine Mile Point block with
known cracks, to determine how accurate thru wall depth can be deter-
mined for IGSCC using UT. Three inspection teams (LMT, SCS, and EG)
independently measured thru wall dimensions on cracks in the block
which were detected by PT. Then the block was sectioned to measure the
actual depth of the cracks.

The inspector reviewed LMT data which showed that LMT obtained fairly
good thru wall results using a 70 transducer. It should be noted that
only one of the cracks inspected was transverse (most cracks at Hatch
are transverse). LMT reported that they did not feel comfortable

, _ _



--

o..

o..

9

reporting results on that crack since the signal from the crack was so
noisy.

SCS stated that it is anticipated r. report will be issued covering the
study.

.

e. LMT had performed thru wall measurements on all rejectable indications
(considered to be cracks) at Hatch using the methods used in the study
above. The inspector reviewed preliminary data from these measure-
ments.

f. Preparations were in progress to weld overlay the following rejectable
welds: -

1E11-1RHR-208-D-3
IB31-1RC-22BM-4
1B31-1RC-22BM-1
1B31-1RC-22AM-1
IB31-1RC-22AM-4
1E11-1RHR-24B-R-13

The plans are to overlay a 360 , IT to iT band approximately 7" wide
around the' welds. The overlay will be deposited with the automatic
GTAW process using ER 308L welding wire. The welding will be performed
by GAPC0 under the direction of NUTECH (same organizations as used at
Monticello). The inspector examined the repair. activities as detailed
in paragraphs 5 and 6 above.

Within the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified.

1


