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I't. Nevece Crier, Director
Uaited Staces Yuclear Repulatory Commission \
0ffize of Inspecstion and Infercemeant, R2gicn -
6§31 Parsk Avenue

King of Prussia, Pa 19405

Subjecs: USNRC IE: I Lecter daicd Auguse 24, 197¢%
ne: Inspecticns Yos. 50-332/7203 and 50-332/7804

Limerick Canerating Statior - Unics 1l and P

!

%eference: Telecen X. R. Walters (TECO) and J. Mattia
(USHRC) 8/31/78

QUAL 1=2=2-1 (352/78-04)

Dear Yz. Crier:

In response to the subject letter regarding items Ldentified
during the subject inspections of constructicn activities

File: OUAL 1-2-2-1 (352/75-03)
authorized by NARAC License los. CPPP-106 and ~107, we transnit
|
l

herewith the following:
At=achment 1 - Zesponse to "Cneclosure = Areas of Concern =
Item A" |
g Attachrent II ~ Nesponse tO "Enc,\.oauu e Areas ¢f Concern =

teten " :
- Per the reference telecon, an eztended date of Sentarmber
ﬁo 13, 1978 was graanted for thesec responses.

S$hould vyou have any questions conceraing these responses,
g,{would be pleased to Ziscuss then with you.
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ASTACRMERT 3

Resconse Lo

Notize of Tiolazicn dased Mav 19, 1978

This 4Lzex of nencompliance concernesd one iastance of
failure 29 fully implement the reguirements ef Ligquid
Penecsrant Tast Frocedure IPPT-240-39-02, Revisicn C.

¥amely, ligquid penetrant test indigations in excess of the
acceptance standarcs waTe observed Sy subcontraztor

tast personnel when pipe weld Neo. HEC-l83-l-FW-8 was
tesced and accept=ed on April I, 1978; however, it was

act verified whether or not getual defects were present.

Our bases for the above finding included the following:
(1) on April 6 an YRC inspector ohserved that the
developing powder had not been reco’ed from the weld
afrer it was tested on April 2 anc the powder revealed
test indications which were in excess ¢f the acceptance
standards, (2) on April 7 the weld was retested 0y a
qualified examiner frem the lizensee's comstructar-in
the presence of an NRC inspector and beth cbserved
indications in excess cof the accepctance standards, and
(3) records or othar evidence were not availatle
indicacizg 4t had been verified that the indications did
aot represent actual defects prior to acceptance ¢f cthe
weld on Apzil 2.

PEC0's response t¢ this apparent tsez of noacompliance

was lizmiced to acticns which accested to the guality of zhe
sarsicular weld. further cortective acticns arve required
to assure that; (1) subcontrdctos test personnel are
properly implecenting the testing precedure with respect

to the processing of indications which exceed acceptance
standards, and (2) other pravious liguid penesrant test
iadizations which exceeded acceptance standards were not
accepted without taking suiczable acticons T2 verily

whether t=he indicasions representad accual defacts,
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ies>onse

The chronclegy of events pertaining to the liguid penetrant
gondescructive tests perforzed cn weld R3C-l83-1-FW-8 is
desczibed ‘delow., This provides bdackgreund infcrzation and
cationale used =2 deterzize the acceptabilicy of the qualified
examiner's evaluaticn ¢ any indigzations revealed during the
l1iquid penetran: test performed oa April I, 1§78:

¢ On Mareh 17, 1978 a 3 sest was perfcrned
and evaluated by a qualtif ° T axaginer i=

ved liguid penetrant
procedure IP?PT-340-35-02, ¢ field weld was
deterzined %o be acczeptable and the tes: was documented as
required.

0 On April 2, 1978 che liquid penetrant tes: was again
performed and evaluated by the saze subcontracior exariner,

This test was performed to accomodate the Authorized Nuclear
Inspecter's request to witness the liguid penmatrant test of

this weld., The liquid penmetrant test or April 2 again deternined
the weld to be acceptable. This test was documented as Tegquiraed.

After the April 2, 1978 liquid penetrant test was periormed
the liquid penetrant test materials were not removed fov
cleanliness purposes as required. This was a failure to fully
implement the requirements of procedure I1PPT-340-39-02, Revisicn
0, Sut appears to have been an isolated case. Corrective
actions have been takes to rez=ind the subcomiracter personnel
of the procedure regquirexzents.

° On April 6, 1978, duriag an NRC inspection the N:¢
inspector reporced observing indicacions ia the liquid penetzant
test materials that had been left on the weld.

O9n April 7, at the request of, and {n the presence of the
¥RC inspector, a liquid penetrant test was again perfcrmed,
this tize by Philadelphia Electric Cozpany's Constructors
personnel. The records of this test show apparant relevant
indications. Since relevant indications could not be
reproduced by a subseaguent liquid penetrant test perforzed
afser the NRC inspection, the April 7 indications must have
been false indicationms. PECO ccncludes that thase false
indications were the result of cthe difficulty in completely
resoving liquid penetrant saterials from the April I test
which had dried up and set for several days.

[ On April 11, subsequent to the MAC inspection, ancther
penetrant test, described in our June 12, 1978 responsae,
dezonscrated that the eva.uatzion conducted on ApTil o,
1978 was accurate and that any indications observed wara
evaluated to have deen nonrelevant,
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is the PECC posisien
by the April 2 ctasc, and late

the indications rTevealad

4 served by the NRC Inspector

. s ¢f she April 2 zes: and that =¢
relevan: iadications were present. There is no requirenent
to docuzent in the test rTeccrd any iandicacions which are evaluated
and deterzined to be nonrelevant = ner it is the peolicy eof
PECO, our comsStTuStoT or subconiracsters to do s2. The existence
0f liquid penetrant test documentaticn indicacing an acceptabl
weld is considered to be evidence that any Zfandications requirving
evaluation were, 12 fact, evaluaced and fouad t9 be menralevent
in acsordanse with the test procecdure.

“or

"o
-

s a
T ¢
en April 6, were evaluated as pa
i a

ey 4 0

Philadelphia Electric Company is satisfiied that the
particular weld under question is acceptable and that any
indicasions revealed by the April 2, 1978 liquid penetrant test
were propesly evaluated. Turther, Philadelphia Electric Company
is assured tha% the Subcontractore are properly perforaing
1iquid penesrant tests through the surveillance perforzed by
the Constructor's Quality Control Personnel and by pericdic
Audits conducted by the PECO site Qualit ' Assurance Personnel.
These documented surveillances and audits assure that (1)
subcontractor test perscanel are properly implementing the
testing prosedure with respect to the processing of inmdications
which exceed acceptance standards and (1) other previous
liguid penetran: test indications which exceecded acceptance
standards were not accepted without taking suitable actions
to verify whether the indicatiocns represented actual defects.
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Teems (1) and (2) atove will te sempleted by Jamuary 2, 1972,




