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1.i cen t.co : Northern Statec Power Co. ;

Monticello Nuclear Generating i
Plant

Constructica Permit No. CPPR-31.

CPM (C
*

- ;Date of Inspection: June 10,1970
i

i

Daten of Previouc Ins 17ection: May 25-28, 1970 '-

f ej 'm t ...

Inspected by: C. I'cierchend
' Ret.ponsible Reactor *

Inspector July 33, 1970
.

Accompanied Dy: H. D. Thornburg Sr. Reactor Inspector '

c*d . ,M, "/.4.
.t ,l.p,g , Sr. Reactor inspector

/ -

Rev1cved ,hy: H. D. Thornburg g July 14,1970 *.

( .. ;

l'roprJerary Information: None ,

.
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| SUMMARY
, ,

A mannnement" meeting van conducted with Northern States Power Company,
r

Gene:a1 E)cetric Company, and Dechtel Corporation. manancment personnel
at the corpointe officen of Northern States Power to discuss the
stat ou of the audit efforts concerning the balance of plant piping.
The neope of the audit appears to provido an adequate sornpling of cyctcms
and components. Site audit efforts are escentially complete, however,
evaluatJon of these audit efforts and audit of the several vendor tfaci]1 ties are sti]1 in progress. Results of these audits arc expected i
to be similar to those for the Table A audit of the primary pressure
boundary.
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DETAILS i,
,

). Legge of Meetin_3. I

. .

A nanagement necting uns conducted with Northern States Power
Company, General Eject'rJe Company, and Ecchtel Corporation personnel

the corporate offices of Northern States Power Company in Minneapolis,i at

flinnet.ot a, on June 10, 1970. The purpone of the meeting was to determinc
the stritos of audit efforts for , items outside the priinary pressure.

'boundary.
j,

.
.

'i The following personnel attended the meeting:|

i

Nor t hei n S t at es Power Cor,pnny,,QS!!),i

J l
...y..,... .~.m.,_,,,

1 l.

, .

; ~ . ce.,sg.
.,t... I

.

-

,r 0&y . W. -,eLin;.|,,t|t |,

'
'' , . .; W-

.. .. . . . . . . . .

' General Elect.ric Compnny (G Q '

_ .

*g. + m u . n ,.~ . . . . . . . . ~ ...

3( s. . m ,. s. , . ,, p a ra A .~ , e 4 '

,

herhtel Corporation (Bechtc1)

( ". r'f. .. . , k.7d NM.
e +

*Part time '

. .

II. Results of Innp,cction

A. Audit of _ Plying and Component Outside the Primary Pressure
Boundary -

.

GE descr2 bed the bachground for the audlt that is being
conducted, and outlined the approach which is being used to provide

'

ansurance that t.he quality of piping and components outside the
primary presourc boundary (PPB) is satisfactory. The audit was

.
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init taled by CF. hecate:c of AEC's posi1.lon on $.7,Wh7 and {' ''$ 3
becanu. timte wete sufficicut devjatjons from specifications identlfied
durJnn the Montice1Jo lab 3c A audit

<

to warrant additional audit efforts.
t

I
'

Severa) factors influenced the methods sc3ccted for performing the audit.
' These include the magnitude of the task (amount of pipe and equipment

outnide the PPD for exceeds that inside the PPD) and the limited numberof experienced personnel available. GE is conducting the audit as three
separate audit actions,

1. Audit, of items supplied or contracted by CE is being performed
s

by GE. APED personnel . . '

2. Architect cagineer (AE) r.upplied piping and equipment have# been contracted to the AE for audit,
j

1') . Audit of fjeld installation QC records is being performed'

by*CE site QA personnel. '
.

B. Status of Audit.

. .

GE discussed the audit schedule f u compor3 con with D and other Ct3
facilitica. Monticello is the fif th plant af ter W3.in CE's series of CMpinnin. The cchedule for completion of E"'lirba3 nnee-nt plaris audit '..uc cne( year at t er f uel loading. GE stated that the schedule for plants subsequent (z )
to M including Moaticello, wan cix montha af ter fuel loading. Scope CTJof the audit and current status it, as follows.

~

1. Audit of GE Supplied Component.s
e

Audit of the GE supplied components is approximately one-
.

third complete. Six of t.ixteen components selected for audit have beencomploted.
No informat. ion concerning the results of these audit actions wasyet availab]c at the reactor site. This portion of the audit is being

conducted by CE APED personnel on a vendor basis, i.e., when GE audits avendor,
this includes audit of. components for all CE facilitics (as many asnine) at one time. This apparently is the most practical and economical

vay for CE to perform the audit, however, it appears slow for cachindividual facility. '

2. Audit of AE (Bechtcl) Supplied Components.

A reprecentative of t.he AE described the scope of the audit :
*

Iand the audit efforts that have been performed to date. The
scope of the audit included samples of all emergency s.afe-

!
guards systems in addition to the high temperature and pressure

.

linen outside the PPB. This includes portions of the main
steam line (including all branch lines), the llPCI, PJtR, Core
Spray, RCIC, Kcactor Uater Cleanup, Fecduater, Standby Liquid(. Control.. and Control Rod Drive systems.
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i TheAh,usedthesameformat for the balanc'e-of-plant audit
as for the Tahic A au< lit. The AE repicscntative described
deviations identified to date to be of the same general type-

'as tho e jdentified durian the Table A audit.. The op nionj
.I expressed was that the traccabf31ty of material to specific,

i heats would be the mont prevalent deviation. This was because
wach of the Jower preanure pipe had early delivery dates, and
e.o could have been deJivered before any requirement for

* individual traccability had been established.
,

3. Audit of Fic3d Insta11ation

Audit of the field inutallation was performed by CE APED,
utilizing .ineubers of their project staff assigned to the con-

e struction site. This audit was independent of the normal rita
QA functionc. According*to Mr. Q W , this portion of the ((4 3audJt was 85 90% complete, with no cignificant deficiencies
identified. '

,

'
a

The audit was denigned to provide 90% confidence icyc1 that
'

no deficiencico exist. in the systemr. sampled. The incpector.

revicued the method of s. electing sampics and the resultant
solcetion of the fic)d welds for audit. Twenty five isometric
drawings were selected randomly. All' of the field welds vern.

( idcutified .:ad tt.bulst ed by sis.e of pipe. The drawings included
90 socket ve3ds (2" pipe in the cont rol rod . drive system)
and'515 other welds. Audit of a sampic of 25 of the socket
volds (2" pipc) showed no deviationc. The 515 other welds
inc]uded nominal pipe sizes 21" through 20", including all5

intermediate sizes. Audit of 15 of the other welds identified
three minor deviations in recording. There were no deviations

| in the quality of wc2ds or radfor,raphy.
,

'

.

For one veld, the GE NEM,5--C4% had not signed (.Ca.
as having reviewed the radiographs. (The radiographs were
good and had been signed by the Ecchtel inspector.) This'

a code or specification deficiency, but was awas not
deviation from QA procedure,

'

b. One veld had two sets of film with no explanation. lioth
sets showed the veld to be acceptabic. (This was not*

considered to be a deficiency by the CO inspector.)
.
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c. One weJd QA jdentification wa9 different from the
jdentification obtained from the $cometric drawJng.,

'

Thls was the first veld on a branch lino, and was
[ positively identified as to being the records for
i. the weld in question. 1hc wcld had apparently been*

idcntified as a part of the main line radiography.
The records were corrected to properly identify the
wcJ d to agree with the isometric id,cntification.
CE censidered this to be a deficiency because it would
have been difficult to positiveJy identify the radio-
gr,npha with the wcld at a later dato, after personnel
familiar with the radiography procedurca have departed'

the reactor site. ' '

,

t

J' In accordance' with the rampling procedure, another sample
'

! ' of 25 weldo was celected. Audit of thic sampic did not
} reveal any deficiencies.

'

,
. ! -

*

The rer;ults o'f the sampic audit of the fic]d vc3ds of the'
-

balance of plant piping r.upp]ements our previous information
'

concerning site QA per formance, indicating that the site
~ QA pi or, rum its functioning effective 3y.
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