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Division of Reactor Safety

SUMMARY
Areas Inspected

This routine, unannounced inspection involved 32 inspector-hours onsite in the
areas of -licensee action on previcus enforcement matters, reactor coolant
pressure boundary and other safety-related piping, and inspector followup items.

Results

No violations or deviations were identified. .-
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REPORT DETAILS
^

1. Persons Contacted

*W. T. Nickerson, Deputy Project General Manager
*H. H. Gregory, III, General Manager
*E. D. Groover, QA Site Manager
*C. W. Hayes, Vogtle QA Manager
*G. A. McCarley, Project Compliance Coordinator
*W. E. Mundy, Senior QA Engineer.
E. G. Richardson, Inspection Supervisor for Equipment Maintenance

Other Organizations

*D. L. Kinnsch, Project Engineer - Field, Bechtel Power Corporation
J. Henslee, Site Mechanical Engineer, Westinghouse
H. Brumitt, Training Officer, Pullman Power Products
T. Clark, Assistant QA Manager, Pullman Power Products

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on May 24, 1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The licensee was informed of
the inspection findings listed below. The licensee acknowledged the
inspection findings with no dissenting comments.

Unresolved Item 424,425/84-12-01, Bases for Acceptance Criteria for AWS
Welds, paragraph 3.a.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings

a. (Closed) Violation (424,425/81-07-02): Undersize Structural Welds.
The licensee's letter of response dated September 2, 1981, was reviewed
and determined acceptable by Region II. In examining the licensee's
corrective actions for this violation during NRC Inspection
424,425/83-15, the NRC inspector questioned wording in .the licensee's
response, reportedly quoted from the licensee's specifications for the
welds. The wording was questioned by the inspector becouse _it used
terminology and described acceptance criteria which did not appear
consistent with the requirements of the applicable code - AWS D1.1.
During the current inspection, the inspector reviewed the specification
revision (Specification X2AP01, Div. 5, Section C.S.1, " Erection of
Structural Steel," Rev. 4) that had been quoted by the licensee in
their response and determined that the response had properly quoted the
specification and was correct. Based on - this determination and on
review of the licensee's corrective actions, as described in NRC report
424,425/83-15, the inspector considers the matter of the original
violation closed. However, the inspector still considers certain
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acceptance criteria described in the licensee's specification for the
structural steel welding to be inconsistent with the applicable code

(AWS D1.1). For example, the criteria in the current specification
(Appendix VC " Visual Inspection Criteria for Welds") permits undercut
on AWS D1.1 welds of up to 1/16 inch "provided the width is greater
than the depth and the undercut does not exhibit an acute intersection
at its root." In further discussion of this matter in a telephone call
from the licensee on May 30, 1984, the inspector noted that porosity
(" porosity is not a basis for rejection") and overlap (" overlap may not
exceed 1/8 inch") acceptance criteria stated in the specification did
not appear to be consistent with AWS 01.1 requirements. The licensee
stated that they would obtain the bases for these acceptance criteria
for review by NRC Region II in a subsequent inspection. The inspector
indicated that the acceptability of the acceptance criteria would be
considered unresolved pending review of their bases. This was
identified as Unresolved Item 424,425/84-12-01, Bases for Acceptance
Criteria for AWS Welds.

b. (Closed) Unresolved Item (424,4P5/83-15-02): Erroneous Response
Statement. This item involved the inspector's concern that the
licensee's response to violation 424,425/81-08-02 (described in 3.a
above) appeared to have been erroneous. In the current inspection the
inspector further reviewed the statement and the related specification
from which it had been quoted. The inspector found that the licensee's
response was not erroneous,

c. (Closed) Unresolved Item (424,415/82-10-01): Marker Halogen Control.
This item identified an inspector's concern that a welder was marking
on stainless steel with a marker that had not been verified to have an
acceptably low halogen content. During the current inspection, the
inspector discussed the licensee's actions in response to this concern
with responsible QC personnel and reviewed documented responses
described in Deviation Report CD-2151 and Corrective Action Request
C-012. Based on his review, the inspector considers the concern to
have limited safety significance and no further NRC action is required.

d. (Closed) Unresolved Item (424,425/82-10-05): Adequacy of Storage
Maintenance Inspection Program. This item identified an inspector's
cm mn that various apparent storage discrepancies identified during
an inspection might represent an inadequate storage maintenance
inspection program. During the current inspectioa, the inspector
discussed the previously identified concern with the Westinghouse Site
Mechanical Engineer and the licensee's Inspection Supervisor for
Mechanical Equipment. In addition, the inspector observed storage of ,

safety related pumps (Residual Heat Removal, Emergency Feedwater,
Charging, Safety Injection, and Containment Spray); reviewed the
applicable licensee procedures (GD-T-09 Rev. 6 and MI-A-13 Rev. 4); and
reviewed storage inspection records for selected pumps (Auxiliary
Feedwater Pumps P4-001 and -002 (5/7/84 inspection) and Charging Pump
P6-002 (10/83 through 5/84)) to verify compliance with FSAR commitments
and regulatory requirements. In examining the . licensee's pumps, the



*
.

3

NRC inspe:-tor noted a low oil level for the motor for Charging Pump
P6-003 and reported it to licensee personnel, who subsequently
indicated that this was corrected. The loss of oil did not appear to
have been of long duration and there was no evidence of deterioration.
Records indicated all pumps were being checked in storage as required.
Based on his discussions with site personnel, his review of records and
procedures, and his observations of storage conditions, the inspector
identified no significant deficiencies in the licensee's storage
maintenance inspection program.

e. (Closed) Violation (424,425/82-20-01): Visual Inspection Procedure
Inadequate for Piping Butt Welds. The licensee's letter of response
dated September 28, 1982, has been reviewed and determined acceptable
by Region II. The inspector held discussions with cognizant QA
personnel and examined the corrective actions as stated in the letter
of response. The inspector reviewed corrections to the licensee's
procedure X-18, documentation of the disposition and corrective actions
for the violation on Nonconformance Report 909, and observed hardware
corrections on welds 003-W-14, 15, 18, and 19. The inspector concluded
that the licensee had determined the full extent of the subject
noncompliance, performed the necessary survey and followup actions to
correct the present conditions, and developed the necessary corrective
actions to preclude recurrence of similar circumstances. The
corrective actions identified in the letter of response have been,

implemented,

f. (Closed) Violation (424,425/82-20-02): Failure to Follow Procedure for
Removal of Arc Strikes. The licensee's letter of rasponse dated
September 28, 1982, has been reviewed and determined to be acceptable
by Region II. The inspector held discussions with the Pullman Training
Officer and Assistant QA Manager and examined the corrective actions as
stated in the letter of response. Documented corrective actions
specifically examined by the inspector included Pullman Nonconformance
Report 1035 and the Procedure Training Outline for Foremen and Craft
(which included training on arc strike removal). The inspector
concluded that the licensee had determined the full extent of the
subject noncompliance, performed the necessary survey and followup
actions to correct the present conditions, and developed the necessary
corrective actions to preclude recurrence of similar circumstances.
The corrective actions identified in the letter of response have been
implemented.

g. (Closed) Unresolved Item (424,425/82-23-01: Article 3 Basis. This
item documented an NRC inspector's concern as to the licensee's basis
for electing to use Article 3 of ASME Section V (74S75) as the source
of examination requirements for radiography of containment liner welds.
The PSAR commitment had indicated that the more conservative
requirements of ASME Section III (74575), Div.1, Appendix X would
apply. In the current inspection, the inspector reviewed licensee's
response to the NRC concern as addressed in a Bechtel Power Corporation
interoffice memorandum dated October 17, 1983, and in Licensing
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Document Deviation Number 067. The memorandum confirmed that th'ere
was a deviation from the PSAR commitment. The basis for the
requirement used was described. The inspector was satisfied that the
concern was of such limited safety significance that no further action
was required by Region II. The current FSAR does not express the
explicit commitment to ASME Section III, Div. 1, Appendix X, previously
stated in the PSAR.

h. (Closed) Violation (424,425/83-15-01): Failure to Provide for Code
Required Penetrant Examination. The licensee's letter of response
dated November 28, 1983, has been reviewed and determined to be
acceptable by Region II. The inspector held discussions with cognizant
QC personnel and examined the corrective actions as stated in the
letter of response. The inspector reviewed the licensee's
documentation of the nonconformance and their corrective actions on
their "NRC Violation Report" for this item. In addition, the inspector
verified proper planning for, or documentation of, required penetrant
examinations for examples of ASME Section III Class 1 welds identified
as follows:

Isometric Drawing Pipe Size Weld No.

1K4-1208-008-03' 3 inch 009-W-01
1K4-1204-125-01 10 inch 125-W-03
1K4-1201-119-02 4 inch 119-W-05

The inspector concluded that the licensee had determined the full
extent of the subject noncompliance, performed the necessary survey and
followup actions to correct the present conditions, and developed the
necessary corrective actions to preclude recurrence of similar
circumstances. The corrective actions identified in the letter of
response have been implemented.

i. (Closed) Unresolved Item (424,425/83-10-01): RHR Pumps Transition
Surfaces. This item identified the Senior Resident Inspector's concern
that grooves machined in the RHR pump nozzles constituted undesirably
abrupt transition surfaces - a possibly unsatisfactory design
condition. The licensee obtained a response to the concern which is
documented -in a -letter from O. Batum to W. T. Nickerson dated May 14,
1984 (File: X6AF02, Log: _SG-4568). The inspector reviewed the response
and is satisfied that it provides justification for the adequacy of the
pump transition surfaces.

J. (0 pen) Unresolved Item (424,425/84-05-01): Insufficient Organizational
Freedom. This item addressed a concern that there was insufficient
organizational freedom within the Pullman Power Products- (PPP) QC
organization to assure proper accomplishment of its quality functions.,

During the current inspection, the inspector (1) examined apparently'

related findings that had been identified by the licensee in an
evaluation of the PPP organization, and (2) asked-licensee personnel

' whether their audits had ever examined the implementation of-10 CFR 50,
.

L ,
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(' ( Crit rion I requirements for organizational freedom within the PPP QC
~

' organization.* ''

5' With regard ' t[ (1) n ab.ove, the inspector examined the licensee's
findings (Finding QP 3-3). of their 1983 "Self-Initiated Evaluation"
that "the independence and' effectiveness of the Pullman QA staff may be
jeopardized by their reporting administiatively to the resident
construction manager." In their evaluation of this finding, the
licensee noted that the QA staff referred to in the finding was-

' essentially a QC organization 'and that their reporting administrative 1y
to the construction manager was considered acceptable. The inspector"

* concluded that while such reporting of QC to construction management4

had been considered acceptable by the NRC, it did provide a significant1

n N opportunity for actions which could interfere with the organizational
'

freedom of the QC;organizaticn.

With regard to (2) above, th'e inspector was informed that the licensee'
audit had not examined thu implementation of adequate organizational

Q freedomQthinthePPPQCorganiza'lon.t

The ; safety significance of this item will be evaluated further by
Region 11 in subsequent inspections. The item will remain open pending
completion of that' evaluation.,%

.s ,

4. Unresolyrd Items , q s

; +

Unresolved item are matters 'about which more information is required tos

determineu whether they are acceptable or may involve noncompliance ore

deviations. A new unreselved item . identified during this inspection is
discussed in paragraph (3.a.y

Reactor Coolant Pressure boudary ,ad Othdr Safety Related Piping (Units 15.
and 2)

*
i " * *u. %

(, , . ., q s* c .- w

The inspector reviewd [the stat'u* - of the pipitigs installation through
discussions with licensee personnel and a_ tour of selected plant areas and
identified the resptinsibilities of thr principle, oraanizations responsible
for onsite piping activities. "" f - : ,d,

,

; t' ( W,

The piping areas toured by the inspe,ctor included the auxiliary building
' ' areas adjacent to safety-related pumps and the Unit * 1 containment. The

inspector examined the piping in the areas 3.o' ~ red for proper storage andu
handling in accordance with regulatory requke: pes ts and licensee

s co nmitments. During the tour, the inspector checkd the portable coated.

fwelding electrode oven under the charge of a welder and found that the
. electrodes were cold. In accordance with the licen'see's' requirements the

s leiding electrodes, which had been' issued about 2 hours earlier, could still'

,*

be considered technicrily acceptable for welding even if they were not1

ma!ntained hot for that period. In accordance witF the licensee's
practices, however, . both oven and electrodes shQld 'have been hot. The,

inspector examined the handling of welding elederodessubsequently at the
; qg .,
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issue station. When the inspector checked the issue station he found that
the electrodes and oven had been returned and that the electrodes had been

! scrapped. Based on his discussions with issue station and licensee QA
personnel and his observations at the issue station, the inspector was
- satisfied that the apparently improperly maintained electrodes had been an

; isolated occurrence of very limited safety significance.

The inspector identified the following organizations with responsibilities;

onsite for reactor coolant and other safety-related piping:'

Organization Areas of Responsibility

Bechtel Power Corporation Procedure Review
Design
Training

PPP Preparation of and Control of
Procedures

!

Qualification of Procedures and
Personnel for Special Processes

Training
Inspection
Records Storage
Auditing

t

| Georgia Power Company Receiving Inspection
| Storage and Issue of Materials
| Procurement

Drawing Control
| Records Storage
| Surveillance

Auditing

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

|
6. Inspector Followup Item (IFI)

|

( (Closed) IFI (424,425/80-15-01): Review of Licensee Actions -Concerning
Defective Structural Steel. This item identified an NRC inspector's concern
that a large number of defect being identified relative to one contractor's
work represented a QA program breakdown that might be reportable in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e). During-the current inspection, the NRC,

| inspector reviewed the licensee's correspondence and audit file relative to
! this contractor and discussed the contractor's performance with cognizant

licensee QA and QC personnel. The inspector is satisfied that deficiencies,

| in contractor's program have been corrected and that no further NRC specific
attention to this matter is warranted.

|
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