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SUMMARY
SCOpE‘: 3

|

[

e

|

| This routine, announced inspectic was conducted in the areas of
structural steel platform inspections, inspection and testing of ”

| concrete expangion anchors, results of coldside and hotsids 1

; walkdowns, and followup on design/construction concerns. |

f

l

Resulus: :

In the areas inspected, violations or deviations were not |
identitied. 1

The Phase I miscellaneous steel inspections were completed
for Unit 2 in accordance with licensee commitments to NRC.
The ingpection personnel were well gualified. A weakness

wag identifled in the licensee's hotside walkdown program - :
paragraph 4.
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REPORT DETAILS

Pergons Contacted
Licensee Fmployees

*J. Brown, Manager, Engineering Support, Nuclear Engineering
Department (NED)

*S., Callis, Licensing Engineer

*R. Godley, Manager, Regulatory Compliance

*J, E»lder, Manager, Outage Management and Modifications

R. Krott, Principal Engineer, NED

W. Monroe, Principal Engineer, NED

*J. Spencer, Plant General Manager

R. Tripp, Civil Engineer, NED

*S. Vann, Misc. S.eel Project Manager, NED

H. Williame, Chief, Civil Engineer, NED

*K. Williamson, Manager, Onsite NED Unit

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection
included engineers, technicians, and administrative
personnel .

Other Organizations

*R. Kosiba, Project Manager, Bechtel
J. QO'Neal, Supervisor, Phase I Walkdown Inspections, Bechtel

Other Bechtel employees contacted during this inspection
included 3ix structural engineers performing Phase I
walkdowns and four field engineers performing Phase II
inspections,

Technical Advisory Committee - Miscellaneous Steel
Verification Program

Dr. J. Fisher, Lehigh University

Dr., C. Gurbuz, Bechtel

Dr. G. Harstead, Harstead Engineering Associates
Dr, J. Stevenson, Stevenson and Associates

E. Thomas, Bechtel

NRC Resident Inspectors
*R. Prevatte

P. Byron

D. Nelson

*Atcended exit interview
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48 -6, M-N/18R-19R
48-6, M-N/19R-20R
90, N-P/21R-22R
114-5, P-S/21R-22R
114-5, P-8/23R-24R
38-3, P-R/21R-23R
98-3, P-R/23R-24R
98-, R-S/21R-22R
$8-3, R-S/22R-24P
60-8, R-S/23R-24..
78-6, P-8/21R-22R
78-6, P-8/22R-24R
60-1, P-8/23R-24R
60-1, P-S/22R-23R
60-1, P-8/21R-22R
60-8, P-R/23R-24R
63-6, R-8/22R-23R
48-6, L-M/18R-19R
48-6, K-L/19R-20R
48-6, K-L/18R-19R
48-6, L-WM/22R-23R
98-3, P-S/20R-21R
-B-E1 60-1, P-R/18R-20R
66-6, K-L/23R-24R
-C-B1 77-11, K-L/23R-22R
60-8, L-M/23R-24R
77-11, L-M/21R-22R
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The inspection results contained in the above walkdcown
packages were properly documented. The inspector alsoc
reviewed the gualification records of the eight Phase I
walkdown personnel. These individuals are all graduate
civil engineers with extensive structural engineering
experience

Results of Field Walkdown Inspectione

The inspector selected seven of the Phase I walkdown
packages listed above, walked down the structural steel
platforms, and compared the data in the walkdown
packages with actual field conditions. The packages
selected hy the inspector documented results of Phase I
inspection completed by two of the four Bechtel Phase I
inspection teams. Members of the teams accompanied the
inspector during the walkdown inspections. Areas
walked down were those documented in the following
packages:

2-RB-A-E1 26-7, L-M/19R-20R
2-RB-A-El1 34-9, M-N/18R-19R-A
2-RB-A-E1 34-9, M-N/18R-19R-B
2-RB-A-E1 48-6, L-M/18R-19R



e

-

2-RB-A-E1-48-6, M-N/1BR-19R
2-RB-C-E1-48-6, L-M/22R-23R
2-RB-D-E1-60-1, P-8/22R-23R

During the walkdown inspectione, the inspector
mvegtioned the Phase I inspection team personnel
regarding the classification of irregularities
documented in the walkcown packages. The inspector
also examined connections where no irregularities were
identified by the Bechtel personnel. The Bechtel
engineers were very knowledyeable, were cognizant of
the inspection procedure (WDP-001, Rev. 1)
requirements, and were able to identify discrepancies
in structurzl steel construction per procedural
regquirement. The inspector concurred with the
classification of the irregularities determined by the
Bechtel engineers. The inspector identified one minor
discrepancy in walkdown package 2-RB-A-El1 34.9
M-N/18R-19R-B. This involved a connection where a
length of threaded rod with tw. nuts was used in a
connection instead of the high-strength bolt specified
on the design drawings. However, thisg has no negative
s.gnificance on the overall adeguacy of the Phase I
walkdown results.

The inspector also conducted a walkiown inspection in
the Unit 2 drywell and observed Bechtel Fhase II

wé lkdown inspection perscnnel obtaining che data
required for the Phase 1I portion »f the strructural
steel verification project. The . ase Il personnel
were obtaining field measurements to prepare as-built
drawings. The inspector also examined connections on
the elevation 17, 38, 52, 67, and 80 platforms and
noted that similar type defects are present as those
identified in the Fhase 1 valkdowns in reactor building
gteel located outside the drywell.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting

The inspector attended a meeting of the Technical
Advisory Con aittee (TAC) held at the site on August 14,
1992, The Technical Advisory Committee for the
miscellaneous steel veirification program is composed of
recognized experts in the area of structural steel
design. The purpose of the TAC is to review the
overall miscellaneous structural steel verification
program, review design criteria, review the analytical
approach used to perform design analysis of the
nlatform steel, and provide technical guidance on
evaluation and correction of construction deficiencies.
The TAC also reviews deviations from American Institute
of Steel Construction (AISC) standard construction
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Walkdown Inspection Proarams (Unit 2) €2700

In April, 1992, after the units were shutdown due to
gtructural deficiencies identified with the diesel generator
building masonry walls, licensee enginee '8 conducted
walkdown inspections of areas which are normally
inaccessible (due to high radiation levels) when the units
are at pow-:. This inspection effort was designated the
"Hoteide Walkdown." The hotside walkdown inspection program
and results were reviewed by NRC inspectors during
inepections documented in NRC report numbers $0-325, 324/92-
18 and 50-326,324/92-20. Thz inspectors questioned the
thoroughness of the hotside walkdown inspection efforts
based on additional discrepancies identified by the
inspoctors, An inspector follow-up item, number 325,324/92-
18-02 was identified to perform evaluations of the
licensee's inspection efforts. Other problems identified by
the inspectors included lack of written procedures to
perform the hotside walkdowns, although licensee engineers
were furnished written inspection checklists to use during
the walkdowns, and failure to perform walkdown in the
drywells and torus areas. During the current inspection,
the inspector, accompanied by licensee engineers walked down
the Unit 2 MSIV pit, the Unit 2 elevation 61 penetration
room, and the Unit 2 elevation 20 MSIV steam tunnel and
reviewed the hotside walkdown inspection findings. The
inspector identified the following findinge which licensee
engineers did not identify during their walkdown
inspections:

. Elevaticn 20 MSIV steam tunnel - Two loose HVAC duct
supports, improperly installed conduit support, and
pipe hanger attached to east wall which had spalled
concrete adjacent to two of four baseplate expansiou
anchorg. The anchors appeared to be partially pulled
ocut of concrete.

- Elevation 61 penetration room - Three improperly
installed unistruct conduit supports.

Elevation 50 MSIV pit - Possible undersized weld on
feedwater pipe support and potentially coverspanned
coi juit supports.

The weld on a 3/4 inch plate supporting a spring can from
one of the main steam piping whip restraints appeared to be
undersized, This problem will be examined by licensee
welding inspection personnel. The potentially overspanned
conduits were identified to NED personnel. Subsequent to
the inspection, NED personnel confirmed the conduits were
overspannaed. An operability review was to be performed on
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the overgpanned conduits. The problems identified by the
inspector were documented on trouble tickets.

The fact that NRC inspectorg continue to identify hardware
deficiencies in the areas where hotside walkdown inspections
were performed by licensee engineers indicate a weakness in
the licensees hotside walkdown program. The inspector
discussed with licensee management, the need for an
independent review of the hotside walkdown inspection
results. Tr' ~aview should be performed using an approved
procedure, [Zi&: -~ 2w, with licensee engineere disclosed
that walkde n na. nr. .ave been started in the drywells.
These inspe( 'uns v & cverformed using Administrative
Instruction A. 2 | w, wo.. Inspection and PNSC Outage
Prestartup Checkii .t Instruction, supplemented by other
training to assist licensee inspection personnel in
identification and docurentation of deficiencies, The
ingpector will perform additional reviews of the hotside
inspection program, including the torus and drywell
walkdowns in a future inspection.

Licensee engineers also performed walkdown inspections in
areas of the plant normally accessible during plant
operation. This program was dees’,nated the "Coldside
Walkdown Insgpection." These walkdowns were also performed
uging inspection checklists, and not a detailed written
procedure. More than 2000 deficiencies were identified
during these walkdowns. The inspector walked down the Unit
1 and 2 cable spreading room with the licensee engineer
regpongible for performing the walkdown in this area. The
ingpector did not identify any new findings in this area.
The inspector discussed the coldside walkdown inspection
programg with several licensee engineers who performed the
walkdowns. These discussions disclosed that the background
and experience level varied significantly between
individuals performing the walkdowns, and that the time
gpent performing the walkdowns in similar areas varied
betwaen various inspection teams. This could affect the
thoroughness of the coldside walkdowns. Discussions with
licensee engineers dieclosed that some areas were not
inspected, e.g. the tontrol room area above che acoustical
tile ceiling where there are a large number of installed
conduit and cable tray supports. The inspector will review
the coldside inspection program in a future inspection.

Violations or deviations were not identified.
Design/Construction Concerns

The inspector reviewed the following three areas of concern
to NRC: Design of Latches for Recirculation Riser Doors,
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PM 89-095, which was the recirculation piping
replacement project. During walkdown inspections
performed in the drywells, the inspector verified
that the installed latches were fabricated in -
accordance with the details shown on the sketch. :

Conclusions: The purpose of the latches is to
keep the sacrificial shield wall doors closed |
during normal plant operations. During accident :
conditions, the latches will yield (fail) and !
permit the doors to open to relieve pressure
inside the sacrificial shield wall,

b. Eftect of Installation of Lead Shielding on RHR Piping
Support

(1)

(2)
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Concern: During a review of a list of "projects
in working," the inspector gquestioned a problem on
the list regarding misuse of lead shielding on RHR
piping. The "project in working" list was
prepared when the onsite QA group was disbanded
and replaced with the Corporate Nuclear Assessment |
Department (NAD). :

Discussion: The inspector guestioned licensee

engineers regarding the misuse of lead shielding

on RHR piping. These discussions disclosed that |
the problem involved the RHR steam condensing :
line. The shielding was installed on the piping !
which is located a“>ove the Health Physice offices :
in the Unit 1 reactor building, elevation 20 1
columnsg lines S and 7R. Licensee engineers

determined that the primary concern was the effect

of the shielding on the embedded plates which

serve as an #chor point between stress 1808 502 :
and 504 A. Tne anchor point (embed plate) is i
support mark number 1E11-49A337. The licensee :
performed a short term structural evaluation of

this problem in Calculation number 1E11-504A-08,

RHR Mark number 1E11-4%A337. The inspector

reviewed the calculation which showed that the

stresses in the embed plate were below allowable

values. Review of correspondence regarding this

problem disclosed that site engineering personnel

regquested a short term qualification be performed

to document the acceptability of the installed -
lead shielding in a hand written memorandum dated |
April 11, 1989%. The STSI calculation was not

completed until March 20, 1990, a time span of 11

months, which exceeds the 30 day time period

specified in C&L procedure ENP 12 for performance

of an operability assessment. This is similar to i
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repair or evaluate the deficiencies prior to
restart of the plant,

Problems with overspan conduits have been
previously identified by the .icensee. Examples
of overspan conduite are as follows:

- A power supply conduit for Unit 1 LPCI valve
1-E11-F015B was identified in the overhead of
the elevation 20 reactor building area. Four
supports were found to be either not attached
or insufficiently attached, w..ich affected
seismic gqualification of the conduit. The
couduit was found to be inoperable due to
failure to meet seismic requiremenis. This
problem is documented in NRC inspection
report numbers 50-325,324/91-25. A noncited
violation was cited for failure of the
conduit to be seismically qualified in
accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix A
requirements.

- Conduits to remote safe shutdown cabinet
1 JRRB4 were found to have a disconnected
support. This proble was evaluated by the
licensee in Calculation number 1CAC-0015,
Elevation of line number V8ZBl1 and VB87B2.
The conduit was found to be operable for
short term conditions. NED recommended that
the disconnected support be restored as soon
as practicable,.

Nonconformance Report number E-82-013,
Conduit Supports not Meeting Installation
Requirements Shown on UE&C Drawings, was
identified in August 1982 regarding numerous
conduit support installation deficiencies,
including overspan, lack of lateral support,
improper tightening of conduit clamps, and
excessive unsupported vertical drops. A
limited engineering evaluation was performed
which accepted these conditions with some
recommenda »ns to perform corrective action
to restore the original design margin.

During the current inspection, the inspector
identified overspanned conduits on the north wall
of the Unit 2 MS8IV pit. This problem is discussed
in paragraph 4, above.

Conclusiong: There have been numerous
deficiencies identified in conduit support
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installations. These deficiencies include
overspanned conduitse. The inspector will evaluate
the adequacy of the licensee's program to identify
these problemg as part of the evaluation of the
hotside and coldside walkdown program in a future
inspection,

Violations or deviations were not identified.
Exit Interview

The inspection scope and results were summarized on

August 21, 1992, with those persons indicated in

paragraph 1. The inspector described the areas inspected
and discussed in detail the inspection resulis. Proprietary
information is not contained in this report. Dissenting
comments were not received from the licensee.
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